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FOREWORD 



Special programs for gifted and talented students have been negleeied 
too long in our nation's schools. However, the climate has changed radi- 
cally in recent years, and we are at last enjoying a '^renaissance*' of interest 
in making appropriate provisions for our most able learners. Undoubtedly, 
a g(X)d deal of the motivation for reassessing the need for special program- 
ming tbi the: gifted resulted from several reform reports of the early 1980s, 
notably A Nation at Risk, which pointed out that **our once unchallenged 
preeminence in commerce, industry, science, and technological innovation 
is being overtaken by competitors thriMighout the world ... if an unfriendly 
foreign power had attempted to impose on America the mediwre educa- 
tional performance that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an 
act of war.** 

These kinds of concerns have caused national policy makers to realize 
that gifted and talented young people are the most precious national resource 
a country can have. It is from this group of high poCential youth that a civili- 
zation derives contributions in the arts and sciences, health care, agricul- 
ture, manufacturing, transportation, and many other areas that collectively 
represent the advancement of a scxricty. Special opportunities for high poten- 
tial youth arc not a **luxury item" for our education system, but rather the 
very essence of what it takes to stimulate the growth and creative develop- 
ment of a civilization. 

The renewed interest in providing programs for highly able children and 
youth has resulted in many new and exciting developments in the field of 
gifted and talented education. Many new research studies have been under- 
taken and reported in journals devoted to giftedness and creativity. Mem- 
bership in professional organizations serving the gifted and talented has 
increased dramatically over the past decade. And each year school districts 
throughout the nation report that they are earmarking more and more teach- 
ing positions for the gifted and talented. 



With the growth in all aspects of programming for the gifted and talented 
has come a need for information by teachers and administrators who arc 
attempting to implement new services or to modify existing programs. The 
authors of this book provide both an introduction and an overall perspec- 
tive on most of the topics related to sound program development for the 
gifted. The book covers current topics, issues, and concerns of interest to 
persons working with high ability children and youth. The authors draw 
on their extensive backgrounds and many years of experience in teaching 
and program development in gifted education, and they have provided ex- 
tensive references for persons interested in pursuing several topics in greater 
depth. The authors also have punctuated their text with several sample teach- 
ing activities and curricular materials, which should prove helpful to those 
who need to see programming ideas translated into actual practice. Thus, 
this book can serve as an introductory text, a program development guide, 
or a general resource in the field of education of the gifted. 

Readers will find this book practical, easy to read^ and filled with the 
kind of wisdom that only persons who have spent many years teaching and 
supervising gifted education can offer. In a highly readable style, the authors 
present infomiation that draws on many theories, points of view, and exist- 
ing program structures on gifted education. Although there is a vast amount 
of literature on gifted education, the authors have carefully selected and 
organized the kinds of resources that m\\ be of most help to educators when 
dealing with the tremendous responsibilities and challenges in gifted edu- 
cation in the decade ahead, 

Joseph S. Renzulli 
University of Connecticut 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Identification of the Gifted 

Identifying giftedncss is no simple task. History is replete with examples 
of gifted individuals who were overlooked in childhood. Sir Isaac Newton 
was a failure throughout much of his school cancer and considered to Jm? 
an idle tinkcrer until he formulated the Laws of Gravity. Caruso's parents 
wanted him to be an engineer, and his music teacher said he had no voice 
at all. Louis Pasteur, Louisa May Alcott, Walt Disney, F,W. W(x^lworth, 
and Charles Darwin were told they would never succeed in their chosen 
fields. These people received no recognition during their schix^I years, nor 
were they provided with special programs or accelerated content. 

In 1972, Sidney Marland, then U.S, Commissioner of Education, pre- 
pared a definition of giftedness to serve as a guideline for the federal pro- 
grams for the gifted being initiated at that time. It has been widely quoted: 

Gifted and talented children are those, identified by professional and 
qualified persons, who by virtue of outstanding abilities are capable 
of high pcrfonnancc. These arc children who acquire differentiated 
educational programs and/or services beyond those nomially provided 
by the regular school program in order to realize their contributions 
to self and society. 

Children capable of high pcrfonnancc include those with demon- 
strated achievement or potential in the following categories, singly or 
in combination: 

1. General intellectual ability (vvith I.Q. scores in the top 3-5^) 

2. Specific academic ability 

3. Creative and productive thinking 

4. Leadership ability 

5. Visual and performing arts 

6. Psychomotor ability* 



'^This category was dropped from the definition of giftedness under the Gifted and 
Talented Children's Education Act of 1978 (Marland 1972). 
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Barbara Clark (1988) states that giftedncss may be related fo biological 
cttfferenccs in the brain: 

It is W possible to speak of* the gifted as having at least three areas 
of advanced or increased brain growth. . . . Such brain developntcnt 
may partially manifest itself in outstanding cognitive ability, academ- 
ic aptitude, creative behavior, leadership ability or ability in visual and 
perlorming arts. How giftedness will be expressal depends on the genet- 
ic patterns and anatcwical structure of the individual and the support 
and the opportunities by the individuals environmcni. (j>p. 6-7) 

Thus, according to Clark, the innate qualities of giftedness can be fully 
reah/ed or remain undeveloped depending on environmental oppi)rtunities. 
Gifted education is essentially one of providing those environmental op- 
portunities. Ideally, each child should be tested individually and given a 
w ide range of opportunities to demonstrate talent. In practice, insufficient 
rewiurces prevent this kind of extensive professional testing. However, there 
IS a middle ground, Barbara Clark ( 1988) offers a muUi-dimensional screen- 
mg prcK-ess to identify those children most likely to be gifted, thus narrow- 
ing down the candidates to a manageable p<K>l for individual testing. She 
also offers i>cher assessment prwedures for those areas of giftedness, such 
as leadership and visual and performing arts, that are not readilv identified 
through traditional testing methcxls. 

Serening 

Barbara Clark rccomnK^nd.s seven screening approaches: 1 ) nominations 
from teacher, prmcip - "psychologist, parent, peers, or self: 2) teacher 
reports on student s intellectual, physical. siKial, and emotional function- 
mg. as well as learning styte and motivation; 3) family history and student 
background as provided by parents including early development and the 
student s out-of-schwl adivities and interests; 4) peer identification; 5) stu- 
dent inventory of interests; 6) student work and achievement: and 7) a variety 
of tests including group achievement and group intelligence (p. 222). 

Clark's multi-dimensional approach seeks to minimize false-positives, 
(children who appear gifted but are not) or false- negatives (failing to iden- 
tify children who are gifted). Given the limitations of current identification 
prixredures. Swassing (1985) stresses that it is l>etter to over-identify than 
under-idenlify. thus minimizing the chances of children being overlooked, 

Clark notes a number of pitfalls in relying solely on teachers for screen- 
ing. Teachers tend to identify those children who excel in those areas in 
which the teacher excels or who cotnform to the rules of the classrm^m. 
Even the highly gifted are not always readily identified by teachers: how- 



ever, teachers can become better identifiers of the gifted by providing them 
with a list of behavioial characteristics. A number of these lists have been 
published (see Clark 1988; Swassing 1985; and Eby and Smutny 1990). 

Although the stereotype of gifted children is one of a model student, they 
can, in fact, exhibit characteristics that teachers find quite irritating. Swass- 
ing offers several examples of such behavior. They may: dominate discus- 
sions; resist rules, regulations, and standardized procedures; use humor to 
manipulate; and lose interest quickly. Sometimes when gifted children ex- 
hibit these behaviors, they can be mislabeled as hyperactive or dubbed the 
'^class clown." So, although behavioral checklists can be helpful in screen- 
ing, they may not always be reliable. 

Idertificatian Procedures 

Panel members for the Nai» • Report on Identification: Assessment and 
Recommendations for Comprehen- ive Identification of Gifted and Talented 
Youth (Richert 1985) recommend six principles to observe when establish- 
ing identification procedures for ;{ic gifted: 

U Advocacy. Identification should be designed in the best interests of 
ail students. 

2. Defensibility. Procedures should be basea on the best available re- 
search and recommendations. 

3. Equity. Procedures should guarantee that no one is overlooked. The 
civil rights of students should be protected. Strategics should be out- 
lined for identifying the disadvantaged gifted. 

4. Pluralism. The broadest defensible definition of giftedness should be 
used. 

5. Comprehensiveness. As many gifted learners as possible should be 
identified and served. 

6. Pragmatism. Whenever possible, procedures should allow for the 
modification and use of tools and resources on hand (pp. 68-69). 

Use of Testing 

A number of intelligence tests are available for assessing cognitive abili- 
ties, including the Revised Stanford-Binet Test of Intelligence, the Wechsler 
Intelligence Scales for Children-'Revised, the Cognitive Abilities Test, the 
Differential Aptitude Tests, and the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Chil- 
dren (K-ABC). Achievement tests are commonly used. Tests of creativity 
also are useftil instruments, for example, the Williams Test of Creativity 
or the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking. 
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When intelligence or achievement tests are used to identify gifted stu- 
dents, their scores usually fall in the top 3% to 5% of the population, with 
an I.Q. of 130 generally used as a cut-off point for admission to gilded pro- 
grams. However, this can vary widely in school systems across the coun- 
try, with cut-off scores ranging from 120 to 140. Highly gifted people, often 
labeled geniuses, have I.Q,s of 160 and up. 

The use of I.Q. and achievement tests as the sole or major means of iden- 
tifying gifted students has come under much criticism. Susan Richert (1985) 
notes five common abuses of tests for identification purposes: 

1 . Educational equity is being violated in the identification of sig- 
nificant sub-populations. In national figures published by the U.S. 
Department of Education s Office of Civil Rights, minority groups such 
as Blacks, Hispanics and Native Americans are under-represented by 
30-70% in gifted programs. These figures arc collected each year, but 
are evidently considered so controversial that they have not been pub- 
lished since 1980. 

2. Identification instruments are being u.scd to identify categories 
of giftedncss for which they are not designed. For example. I.Q. and 
achievement tests are used almost interchangeably and to identity areas 
of giftedness such as leadership and creativity, 

3. Instruments and procedures arc being used at inappropriate stages 
of identification. The use of diagnostic tests is common. 

4. Multiple criteria are being combined inappropriately. For exam- 
ple, I.Q. scores, scores from a creativity test, and checklist nomina- 
tion fomis arc all weighed and scored to prcxiuce one number for the 
child: then selection is ba.s€d on that number. 

5. Some gifted students are consistently scref*ned out by present prac- 
tices. Most identification criteria fiKUs on selecting academic achievers 
based on measurements that are Hmiied to achievement tests. I.Q. tests, 
grades, and teacher recommendations, (pp. 69-70) 

Another criticism leveled at using testing for scltxting students for gifted 
programs is that the test may not be content-related to the program. What 
is the point of using composite achievement test scores for selecting stu- 
dents for a gifted mathematics progi:am? 

According to Richert, the use of multiple identification criteria that draw 
on both formal and informal procedures over a longer assessment period 
would help to break down the authority of a single score and establish a 
sounder basis for identifying talent in many neglected sub-populations. 

In selecting tests, Swassing ( 1985) offers the following guiding questions: 
Are the tests valid for the group to be tested? Do the tests measure achieve- 
ment or intelligence? Are the tests reliable? How do the achievement tests 



reflect the goals of the program in which the selected students will be placed? 
Can we interpret the results of the testing in terms of the statistical proper- 
ties of the test? 

Robert Sternberg has much to say about testing and identification of gift- 
edness. A proponent of multiple intelligences, he defines three types: con- 
textual, experiential, and internal. Contextual intelligence refers to adapting 
to the environment; experiential intelligence builds on past experiences for 
solving new problems; internal intelligence is used to approach problems, 
evaluate feedback, and make decisions about the appropriate approach to 
the problem. Sternberg's theories are developed more fully in Beyoml /, Q, : 
A Triarchic Theory of Human Intelligence (1984), 

Sternberg (1982) maintains that abilities and behaviors necessary for suc- 
cessful test-taking are often the opposite of gifted behaviors and argues that 
four '^dubious assumptions" underlie our use of the standardize'! test: 

1 . To be smart is to be fast. 

2. Intelligence is last year's achievenx*m, "Virtually all tests commonly 
used for the assessment of intelligence place heavy achievement de- 
mand on the students tested" (p. 158). This is particularly discrimina- 
tory against children outside the normal scxriocultural milieu, 

3. Testing needs to be conducted in a stressful, anxiety-provoking 
situation. 

4. Precision is tantamount to validity. People arc impressed by the ex- 
actness of numbers, associating numbers with accuracy without ques- 
tioning the validity of how the numbers were obtained, 

Sternberg does not advocate total disregard for I,Q. and achievement testing 
but warns that for certain individuals it is not a valid indicator of giftedness. 

Howard Gardner, in Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple Intelligences 
(1983), postulates seven intelligences that are found in most people but dif- 
fer in their level of development. In Gardner s framework, intelligence is 
defined as a set of skills that enable an individual to define and solve prob- 
lems. Gardners seven intelligences are: 

1 . Linguistic intelligence: oral and auditory abilities as evidenced in oral 
and written expression. 

2. Logical intelligence: mathematical reasoning and the ability to "han- 
dle skillfully long chains of reasoning" (p. 139). 

3. Spatial intelligence: visual/spatial acumen as evidenced in artistic and 
scientific contributions. 

4. Musical intelligence: auditory ability resulting in composition and 
musical performance. 
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5. Kinesthetic intelligence: physical ability resulting in prowess in ath- 
letics or dance. 

6. Intrapersonal intelligence: inner qualities resulting in a high degree 
of self-knowledge and understanding. 

7. Interpersonal intelligence: qualities reflected in leadership and em- 
pathy for others. 

Individuals may have exceptional abilities in any one of Gardner s intel- 
ligences or in a combination of them. Thus, giftcdness may find expres- 
sion in a great range of abilities that a single I.Q. score could not possibly 
communicate; and Gardners theory accounts for the great diversity of tal- 
ent found among those with the sanxi I.Q. score. 

Joseph lienzulli offers still a different approach to identifying the gifted. 
In his model, giftcdness involves three overlapping areas: above-average 
ability, high levels of task commitment, and high levels of creativity, 
represented by thrje interlocking circles. Giftcdness cxrcurs when those three 
circles overlap substantially. Stated another way, superior ability aione is 
not sufficient: there also must be motivation and creative expression. His 
approach challenges the assumption that giftcdness is innate in an elite group 
of people and that those wh;> are bom gifted are gifted for a lifetime. Ren- 
zulH is also critical of using criy testing to identify the gifted, arguing that 
individuals so identified tend tu be those with wcll-dcvelopcd te.st-taking 
skills (Renzulli. Reis» and SmiUi 1^81). 

Renzulli's model of gifted education uses the metaphor of a revolving-dwr 
that allows students to move in and out of special programs depending on 
their needs and interests. The mixlcl requires a talent pool of one-quarter 
to one-»hird of the school population. These students are allowed to pursue 
in-depth research on a topic until their interest is satisfied. At that time, 
they move out of the gifted program. Using thi.^^ model better serves the 
interests, abilities, and learning style of the individual student. A student 
may be cycled back into the program when another project of interest arises. 
"In a sense, the revolving-door approach means that a child *cams* the op- 
portunity to obtain spe:ial services by showing some or all of those traits 
research has asscKtated with giftcdness: above-average ability, task com- 
mitment* and creativity*" ( p. 649). 

Research by Renzulli and Rets validates the revolving-door model. 
For two control groups* those who scored in the top 5% on standardized 
tests and those with above- a%^erage abilities but who scored less than in the 
top 5%. there were no significant differences with the two groups in 
respect to the quality of students products (Reis and Renzulli 1982, p. 
620). 



Gifted Behaviors 



Some educators argue that there are no gifted children, only gifted 
behaviors. Judy Eby (1983) notes the paradox that -children who are se- 
lected (for gifted programs) on the basis of test scores are nor always 
the same children who are at the head of their clas'^es, asking for harder, 
more challenging work"" (p. 32). This prompted her to develop an identifi- 
cation method emphasizing gifted behaviors. Based on RenzuUi's model, 
she offers a general selection matrix and teacher recommendation form that 
systematically evaluates test scores and gifted behaviors more equitably. 
Eby stresses that the elitist stigma asssociated with labeling children as **gifted'* 
can be sidc-j^epped by focusing identification on behaviors. Xjifted behavior 
... is not confined to a selected few . . . gifted behavior is displayed 
when a child uses and follows through to the completion of a task. It may 
appear at any time, in any child, and may disappear or reappear periodi- 
cally according to the childs need for challenge and accomplishment" 
(p. 33). 

Even with these expanded views of intelligence and various approaches 
to identifying giftedness, many children may still be overlooked. Too of- 
ten the means of identification only mirror current scKietal values and ex- 
isting programming. An excerpt from Paul Torrance s (1985) article "Who 
Is Gifted?'' illustrates this point: 

John Torres was a strong, energetic. 12-year-old sixth-grader who 
had never learned to read. He was known as the school's vandal, Al- 
though no one could ever prove that he and the bt^ys he led made a 
shambles of the school each weekend, he had been a problem for 
teachers almost from the first day of his schooling. No one thought 
he could learn. His sixth-grade teacher thtxight he was gifted. He was 
a veritable mechanical genius and could repair any kind of audio-visual 
equipment or anything else mechanical. He was also a genius in leader- 
ship. He could attract other boys, organize them, and lead them in 
doing almost anything. His artwork was also superior. His teacher 
started by getting the student council to appoint him as head of the 
lunchnxjm committee to help arrange the school cafeteria and keep 
things ftinctioning. He recruited other boys to help and this was the 
beginning of many other leadership activities for him in improving the 
school, rhe vandalism in the school ceased. John learned to read about 
as well as alnx>st any other sixth-grader and loved to go to sch(X)l. 
Was John Torres gifted? Would it be better to treat John as gifted in 
the psychomotor and leadership areas or as a retarded non-readei und 
a behavior disorder case? Which is in John*s best interest? Which is 
in society *s best interest? (p. 2) 



Conclusion 



The research on the nature of intelligence and the diverse definitions of 
giftedncss require that we broaden the selection criteria for gated programs, 
using a multi-dimensional approach that includes parent » teacher^ and self 
nomination as well as intelligence, achievement, and creativity tests. One 
test score from one kind of test can no longer be considered a balanced 
or fair means of identification. Also, the evidence that I.Q. and achieve- 
ment tests are culturally biased and that, to some extent, test-wiseness ac- 
counts for higher scores cannot be ignored. 

Whether giftedncss is innate or represents certain N^havioral characteristics 
is also a matter of conflicting opinion. Teachers have long known that chil- 
dren with high I.Q.s do not necessarily evidence high task commitment. 
Is it appropriate to leave them out of gifted programming? Is it appropriate 
to exclude high achievers who do not meet LQ. requirements? The resolu- 
tion of these issues calls for a balanced approach. 

Moreover, a multi-definition of giftedncss becomes a moot point if gifted 
programming remains focused only on academic achievers. What is the point 
of identifying a child as talented in the arts if there are no arts programs? 
Should that child's untapped talents go unrecognized any more than the 
mathematically prccocioas'^ As the concept of giftedncss broadens, so must 
gifted programming diversify. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Strategies for 
Teaching tiie Gifted 

**What do you know that's invisible^ asked the teacher at a Saturday morn- 
ing program for gifted four-year-olds in a suburb of Chicago. **Ghostsr 
**lovc»" '*the wind," were some of the replies from the eager youngsters, 
who were learning about air. Asking open-ended questions produces crea- 
tive answers even from preschoolers. 

After sketching the basic properties of air to the preschoolers, the teacher 
asked: '^How can you put a paper napkin in water without getting it wet?" 
The teacher then stuffed a napkin in the bottom of a glass, inverted the glass, 
and placed it in a bowl of water. She then withdrew the glass and pulled 
out the dry napkin, thus demonstrating that air kept the water from touch- 
ing the napkin. Other science activities involving air *ncluded picking up 
a paper cup without touching it with your hands (by sucking on a hole in 
the bottom), and inflating a balloon without blowing into it (by putting it 
over the lip of a bottle and placing the bottle over a lighted candle). 

Down the halK a group of gifted preschoolers was playing a traffic game 
inside a miniature city they had built with blocks. Another group was ex- 
ploring visual images in acre^iive movement class. The primary-level gifted 
science class was experimenting with a balloon, a string, and weights to 
explore the concepts of weight and mass. 

Such activities illustrate how direct involvement and hands-on activities 
can help young children learn complex concepts and apply them to other 
situations. These children are learning by manipulating familiar materials, 
analyzing what happens, and then coming up with innovative solutions to 
unfamiliar problems. 

In the process of working through experiments creatively, children be- 
come active thinkers rather than just consumers of information. By allow- 
ing children to approach the curriculum through problem solving, 
experimentation, and invention, they learn to apply these skills to prob- 
lems beyond the confines of schooK E. Paul Torrance, a pioneer in gifted 




education, saw the need to make creative and critical thinking a priority 
for the schools. In a 1960 speech at the Education for the Space Age Con- 
ference, he said: 

One of the most revolutionary changes I foresee is a revision of the 
objectives of education. Today we proclaim that our schools exist for 
learning. Wc say that we must get tougher and make pupils learn more. 
Schools of the fiiiure will be designed not only for learning, but also 
for thinking. More and more insistently, today's sch(X)ls and colleges 
arc being asked to produce men and women who can think, who can 
find adequate solutions to impelling world problems, who cannot be 
brainwashed, men and women wno can adapt to change and maintain 
sanity in this age of acceleration. 

With the current emphasis on teaching thinking, perhaps Torrance s vi- 
sion of the school of the future can become reality. As reported in Developing 
Minds: A Resource Btwk for Teaching Tfunking (Costa 1985), the focus 
of instruction is on the development of strategies and techniques that teach 
the process of thinking rather than the products of knowledge. For the gifted 
this fcx'us becomes an essential element of the curriculum. 

Although teaching thinking is an inportant compt^nent of gifted programs, 
Torrance's research suggests that thinking and creativity are not separate 
entities. Rather, they go hand in hand* because creativity functions direct- 
ly in the critical thinking process. In teaching the gifted, we must address 
both critical and creative thinking. Gifted children learn both prcKcsses con- 
currently. Let's briefly review the meanings of critical and creative think- 
ing and see how they function in the gifted education program. 

Critical and Creative Thinking in the Classroom 

Critical thinking involves analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Benjamin 
Bkxim, in The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: The Classification of 
Eiiucational Goals (1956), has organized cognitive functions into six lev- 
els. Familiarity with these six levels is useful for teachers of the gifted when 
planning learning activities that promote higher cognitive functioning. The 
six levels of Blooms taxonomy are as follows: 

1 . Knowledge: At this level students are able to recall basic facts, give 
definitions, and provide descriptions. This level is nx)st commonly associated 
with rote learning and drill. Knowledge requires recognition, identifica- 
tion, listing, naming, or locating. Through questions and answers teachers 
can determine whether basic facts have been learned. 

2. Comprehension: Students are able to summarize or provide examples 
that explain their understanding of a concept or principle. 
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3. Application: At this level students are able to illustrate, construct, or 
'^pply principles to solve a wide range of problems in any subject area. 

4. Analysis: At this level learners interrelate knowledge and concepts 
in abstract terms. Students may classify, compare, contrast, investigate, 
or deduce. Experiments in science, small-group discussions in social studies, 
and expository writing In language arts are examples of activities where 
students operate at the analysis level. Analysis skills are triggered by such 
questions as: How does the invention of the laser beam compare to the in- 
vention of the computer? What factors led to the Civil War? What princi- 
ples of art are demonstrated in a Monet painting? The analytical process 
involved in answering such questions often leads to creative thinking, for 
example* writing a scenario of what would have happened if the South had 
won the CivU War. 

5. Synthesis: While analysis dissects knowledge, synthesis arranges and 
rearranges knowledge and ideas to create an original piece of work. Exam- 
ples of synthesis include writing a story, giving a speech, or developing 
a theory to explain why one kind of soil is better for growing peanuts. It 
can be as simple as retelling a story with a new and different ending or 
as complex as developing a hypothesis to explain why several historical 
events occurred or why several science experiments tailed. Students com- 
pose, invent, design, write, produce, plan, and develop at the synthesis level. 

6. Evaluation: This level is the most complex and requires the highest 
order of thinking. At this level students use accepted criteria to evaluate 
and to make judgments. Students criticize and interpret, verify and judge, 
select and defend, look for inconsistency in writing, rank alternative solu- 
tions to a problem, and assess the weight of arguments in a piece of per- 
suasive writing. For example, in teaching a history unit on how railroads 
contributed to the growth and development of North America, students may 
begin with an analysis and synthesis of why the railroads mushroomed and 
what they did for the country. To extend the experience, gifted students 
could evaluate the actions of the railroad robber barons who lobbied for 
political favors and exploited the free enterprise system. They could apply 
evaluative thinking in addressing such questions as: What might have been 
a better way for developing a transcontinental transportation system? Was 
there a legitimate justification for the government granting special favors 
to the railroads? Would they be justified for our transportation system today? 
Are there lessons from that era that apply to our modem interstate highway 
system or our space program? 

The skills involved in analysis, synthesis, and evaluation are precisely 
the ones needed to challenge gifted students* intellectual and creative poten- 
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tial. While all students should have the opportunity to develop higher level 
thinking, for gifted students analysis, synthesis, and evaluation should be 
central elements in their learning activities. 

Critical thinking tends to be convergent, with the objective of finding 
one right answer for a given problem or one best way to approach the prob- 
lem. By contrast, creativity is a process of divergent thinking leading to 
a variety of approaches. Creative thinking has four primary characteris- 
tics: 1) originality, or innovative approaches to problems often involving 
the application of new ideas to old concepts; 2) fluency, or the capacity 
to generate many ideas for using a particular item or for solving a prob- 
lem; 3) flexibility, or being open to or adaptable to changing conditions 
or circumstances; 4) elaboration, or expanding on initial ideas resulting in 
a product or solution to a problem that is quite different from what was 
originally intended (RenzuUi 1986, p. 468). Gifted students should be giv- 
en many opportunities to use both critical and creative thinking. 

Individualized InstnK:tion Options 

In Developing Talent in Young People (1985), Benjamin Bloom reports 
that talented students usually have had a highly individualized relationship 
with a teacher or mentor. The teacher or mentor guides these students, pro- 
vides encouragement, and facilitates independent study. Independent study, 
under the guidance of a teacher, allows gifted students to develop an in- 
dividualized unit of study appropriate for their interests and abilities. 

Starr Cline (1986) lists 12 steps in conducting independent study projects, 
starting with identification of a topic through completion of a prcxluct or 
performance. The steps arc: 

1. Student selects topic. 

2. Teacher guides student in design of study. 

3. Student learns appropriate skills for carrying out the design. 

4. Teacher monitors outline of study prepared by student. 

5. Student and teacher locate appropriate resources. 

6. Student conducts research on topic. 

7. Student narrows or expands topic if necessary. 

8. Teacher allows sufficient time for research, 

9. Student seeks teacher assistance if needed. 

10. Student selects presentation method, for example, slide/sound show, 
videotape program, dramatization, chalk talk. 

1 1 . Student and teacher seek appropriate audiences for completed pro- 
ject (peers, parents, professionals, publications). 

12. Student evaluates his or her performance. 



Students who successfully complete independent study projects become, 
to some extent, experts on a specific topic. Giving them opportunities to 
share their **expertise'* through some form of presentation enhances their 
self-ijoncept and encourages them to pursue other topics. 

Some teachers of the gifted express concern about students undertaking 
independent study projects, because without constant feedback students can 
get bogged down and make little prepress. Others complain that continu- 
ous monitoring required with independent study projects is too demanding 
of teachers* time. However, once procedures have been established for con- 
ducting independent study projects and students become familiar with them, 
this form of individualized learning can be an important component of a 
gifted education program. 

Mentoring is another form of individualized leai ning. Mentors are adult 
volunteers who teach, counsel, and inspire students with interests similar 
to their own. One successful mentoring program serving adolescents in the 
Columbus, Ohio, area is Learning Juncture, a nonprofit organization that 
regularly links mentors with students (Brenham 1987). This program al- 
lows students to spend six to eight hours each week with mentors whose 
profession, trade, or business matches the student*s talent, interest, or canxT 
ambition. Each student keeps a journal and attends seminars dealing with 
personal goals and career expectatioas. The program lasts four months, the 
length of a semester. The student receives mentor evaluation, self-e valuation, 
and evaluation by seminar leader. The evaluation becomes a part of the 
student's permanent record and, if requested, is included with the student's 
college applications. Lester Jipp, exarutive director of Learning Juncture, 
maintains that the mentor relationship has lasting benefits for the student. 
Mentors frequently write letters of recommendation for college applica- 
tions and for future job applications. 

Creative Problem Solving 

Creative Problem Solving (Isaksen and Treffinger 1985) is a seven-step 
process for identifying aixi solving problems. The seven steps are: 1 ) recog- 
nizing problems, 2) identifying data needed to solve problems, ^) piising 
alternative interpretations of the problems, 4) identifying related sub- 
problems, 5) generating many new and unusual ideas for solving problems, 
6) establishing criteria for analyzing and evaluating promising alternatives, 
and 7) formulating and successfully carrying out a specific plan of action. 

Creative Problem Solving is a process that can be used with git^ed students 
from kindergarten through high school. It can intrigue kindergartners with 
a problem such as a pet dragon who refuses to go to school. For high school 
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students the problem might be very realistic, such as being invited to a party 
wher« you know drugs will be used. CPS for Kids published by D.O.K. 
provides many activities for various age levels that can be used to initiate 
the program. 

Multiple Talents Approach 

Based on his research on creativity, Calvin Taylor (1968 a and h) has 
developed an instructional mtxiel that emphasizes both academic and crea- 
tive talents, Taylor sees creative thinking as falling into eight categories: 
prcxluctive thinking, planning, communicating, forecasting, decision- 
making, implementing, human relations, and discerning oppi)rtunities. 
Historically, schools have acknowledged only academic success; but suc- 
cess in the real world requires multiple creative talents. 

With appropriate teaching strategies -^nd curriculum, teachers can develop 
the crtative thinking talents of children. At the same time, by expanding the 
kinds of talents valued, many more children can be considered gifted in at 
least one or more of the creative thinking areas. In order to develop the 
creative thinking pi>tcntial of each child, Taylor intrcxiuces the concept of 
a double curriculum wherein academic content and creative thinking talents 
are taught simultaneously. A teacher can begin by introducing one new tal- 
ent into the academic curriculum it does not matter which talent the teach- 
er begins with. It could be one the teacher is most comfortable with, such 
as communicating or planning. The initial step may be to set aside five to 
ten minutes each day to teach one creative thinking strategy. GnKlually, others 
can be added until all of them are integrated into all content areas. 

With Taylor's approach, students change roles from passive receivers of 
information to active users of knowledge. They become "doers" rather than 
just "listeners.'* Learning is open>cnded, with an emphasis on discovery, 
freedom of choice, and variety. Learning activities include planning, fore- 
casting, and decision making, StUL^nts learn that there are many **right" 
ways of accomplishing a task or solving a problem. 

Taylor's theory of multiple talents challenges traditional notions of gifted 
education in which students are selected solely on the basis of LQ. and 
achievement test scores. Using his approach, as many as 30% to 50% of 
the student body might be considered gifted in one or more of the creative 
talent areas. Many educators welcome Taylor's approach and feel that it 
should be used in every classrtx)m, not just for the gifted. 

The Cognitive-Affective Model 

The cognitive-affective model (Williams 1970) was not specifically 
designed for gifted children, but its emphasis on divergent thinking skills 
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mciihes nicely with the instructional strategies for the gifted. Williams sees 
learning as a proce&s of making connections between a new experience a .d 
thmgs already experienced- Williams refers to this as "connectedness." By 
using appropriate teaching strategies, students are able to make more and 
more connections. 

The Williams cognitive-affective model is illustrated by a cube. On one 
side is subject matter, another side is teacher behavior (teaching strategies), 
and the third side is pupil behavior. Subject matter is divided into the usual 
curriculum areas of art, music, science, social studies, mathematics, and 
language. The teacher behavior side presents 18 different teaching strate- 
gies to use mth any of the curriculum areas. Some of those are: paradoxes, 
analogies, provocative questions, examples of change, skills of research, 
tolerance for ambiguity, study of creative people and prwesses, and intui- 
tive expression. Application of the 18 different strategies to the six curric- 
ulum areas provides enormously varied learning experiences for gifted 
students. 

Using these different teaching strategies, students are exposed to diver- 
gent thinking prcx:esscs, which studies have shown are attributes of highly 
creative persons. Some of these attributes are: 

1 , Risk-taking: willingness to accept failure or criticism, capacity to specu- 
late or take a guess, ible to function under unstructured conditions, able 
to defend one s own ideas. 

2, Complexity: tendency to delve into intricate problems or ideas, abili- 
t> to see many alternatives, ability to see gaps between how things are and 
how they could be. ability to bring order out of unstructured situations. 

3. Curiosity: capacity to wonder, be inquisitive, toy with ideas, open to 
puzzling situations, ponder the mystery of things, follow a particular hunch 
just to see what will happen. 

4. Imagination: power to visualize and build mental images, dream about 
things that have never happened, make intuitive leaps, reach beyond exist- 
ing boundaries. 

Williams has compiled a package of books, tapes, inservice training 
materials, and other supplements, which school systems can use lor their 
gifted education programs. Called the Tora! Creativity Program Kit. it is 
available from Educational Technology Publications, 140 Sylvan Avenue, 
Englewood Cliffs. NJ 07632. 

The Integrative Model 

Barbara Clark (1986), using findings from recent brain research, con- 
cludes that learning can be enhanced by using teaching strategies that inte- 
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grate four brain functions. The first she identifies as the thinking or cogni- 
tive function, which is the analytic, se()uential, and evaluative; also the ca- 
pacity to generalize, conceptualize, and reason abstractly. The second brain 
function is the emotional or affective function, which Clark describes as 
the "gateway" to more advanced cognitive functions. The third is the phys- 
ical or sensing function, which includes movement, physical encoding, sight, 
hearing, smell, taste, and touch. The fourth function is intuition or insight- 
fulness. This last function is regarded with some suspicion in our Western 
culture because of its seeming lack of rationality. Nevertheless, it is the 
function that underlies creativity. According to Clarke intuition **is in use 
when it is felt that something is known, but it cannot be told how it was 
known. It is a sense of total understanding, of directly and immediately 
gaining a concept in its whole, living existence, and is in part the result 
of a high level of synthesis of all the brain functions" (p. 29). 

Clark's integrative learning model seems particularly appropriate for the 
gifted classroom, but it will require different instructional approaches. In- 
stead of making logical, rational thought the sole fcKus of instruction, there 
should be integration of all four brain functions including logical, emotional, 
sensing* and intuitive knowledge. Rather than using external tension such 
as tests and grades for motivation and control, she recommends the use 
of relaxation techniques including yoga and meditation to synchronize brain 
functions. Most class time should be spent on individualized instruction and 
small-group work, and the curriculum should be responsive to individual 
interests. Instead of focusing on recall of facts, the teacher should **present 
new ways of viewing facts, and eliciting new questions for as yet unresolved 
issues" (p. 32). Finally, leachers should use integrative techniques to em- 
power students to be responsible for their own learning. 

In Optimizing Learning: Tfie tniegrative Education Model in the Class- 
room, Clark describes the classroom climate, organization, and structure 
appropriate to integrative learning and gives examples of how the mcxiei 
can be used in a variety of educational settings from preschool through sec- 
ondary school. She also provides sample lessons for different age levels 
to illustrate how each of the brain functions can be integrated into one les- 
son. Clark's integrative model provides many techniques the teacher of the 
gifted will want to try. 

The Enrichment Triad/Revolving Door Model 

The Enrichment Triad/Revolving Door Model (RenzuUi 1986) provides 
a truly differentiated experience for gifted children. The model includes 
three types of activities. Students revolve from Type 1 activities to Type 
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II to Type III, and then begin over again. Type III activities are panicular- 
ly appropriate for the gifted. 

Type I activities in the Enrichment Triad include general exploratory ex- 
periences. Students are exposed to a variety of experiences in several fields 
of study not commonly found in the regular curriculum. Type I activities 
might be visiting speakers, field trif^, demonstrations, or taped commer- 
cial television programs. The goal is to provide stimulating experiences that 
appeal to the interests of gifted students and that are appropriate for differ- 
ent learning styles. Visits with artists, engineers, newspaper reporters, and 
stock brokers should be more than a brief chat and a tour of the work site. 
Students should be encouraged to try their hand at some of the jobs these 
professionals do. 

Type II activities in the Enrichment Triad are designed to develop the 
cognitive and affective functions. Specifically, they are intended to: 1 ) de- 
velop problem solving, critical thinking, and affective prwesses such as 
sensing, appreciating, and valuing; 2) develop specific leaming-how-to-lcam 
skills such as notetaking, interviewing, classifying and analyzing data, and 
drawing conclusions: 3) develop skills in the use of reference sources such 
as readers' guides, directories, abstracts, etc.: 4) develop written, oral, and 
visual communication skills in order to create products for a designated 
audience. Type II activities are an integral part of the schot)! curriculum 
and should not be considered a **frill.*' 

Renzulli defines Type HI enrichment as "investigative activities and ar- 
tistic prtxluctions in which the learner assumes the role of a firsthand in- 
quirer; the student thinking, feeling, and acting like a practicing professional" 
(p. 250). The objectives of Type III activities are: 

1. To provide students opportunities to apply their interests, knowl- 
edge, creative ideas, and task commitment to a self-selected prob- 
lem or area of study; 

2. To acquire in-depth understanding of the content and methodology 
asscKiated with a particular discipline, area of artistic expression, 
and interdisciplinary studies; 

3. To develop original products for use with a specified audience; 

4. To develop skills in the areas of planning, organization, resource 
utilization, time management, decision-making, and self-evaluation: 

5. To develop task commitment, self-confidence, sense of accomplish- 
ment, and the ability to interact effectively with others who share 
the student s interest and expertise. 

Before students undertake a Type III activity, the teacher must assess 
whether they have the commitment to follow through with it. A Type HI 
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project should represent original work, not the traditional report based on 
information from an encyclopedia. Students should be gathering their own 
data. This means attending meetings, interviewing experts, conducting sur- 
veys, building models, doing experiments, and reading original works. The 
teacher must wear many hats in the process, including that of research as- 
sistant, motivator, and champion of the cause. 

Conclusion 

Many of the teaching strategies for the gifted described here have simi- 
lar objectives; the interrelatedness of creative and cognitive learning is a 
common theme. Although experts suggest different strategies for similar 
objectives, they are not mutually exclusive. For example, there is no rea- 
son why Type III enrichment projects could not occur in a gifted class using 
Barbara Clark's integrative model. New approaches will continue to evolve 
as teachers work with the variety of learning styles and thinking processes 
exhibited by gifted children. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Organizing tiie Gifted Program 

There are many factors to consider when initiating a girted program. 
Usually a school district appoints a committee or task force to develop a 
written plan that serves as an operational guide for implementing the pro- 
gram. The written plan should address the following areas: 

• Program philosophy 

• Program goals and objectives 

• Population to be served 

• Admission criteria 

• Program budget 

• Program structure and design 

• Staffing and staff responsibilities 

• Facilities, schedules, materials, and supplies 

• Iinplcmcrnation procedures 

• Program evaluation 

The committee or task force appi>inted to develop the written plan gener- 
ally includes district and building administrators, the gifted education cwr- 
dinator, parent and teacher representatives, selected suppi'^rt service 
personnel (for example, a librarian, learning center director, school social 
worker, or psychologist), and, if already selected, those teachers who will 
be directly involved in the gifted program. If the gifted program includes 
the secondary schools, it may be appropriate to invite a student representa- 
tive to serve on the committee. The committee should represent persons 
with diverse experiences and points of view but who share a commitment 
to education of the gifted. 

The committee may wish to consider hiring a consultant to assist in de- 
veloping program objectives and program design. An outside expert can 
be an invaluable asset during the planning stage. State departments, local 
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universities, and professional organizations in gifted education arc sources 
for securing recommendations of qualified consultants, 

During the planning stage, it is important that the committee estabh'sh 
a timeline for completing its work. A timeline serves as a form of discipline 
for the committee and helps to maintain momentum during the planning 
period. Some committees distribute the workload by assigning different 
members to do the research and make recommendations in particular areas. 
In other instances, the principal or district staff person, the gifted coordi- 
nator, and the consultant assume primary responsibility for research and 
design. Under this organization, the committee serves as a deliberative bixiy 
that reviews, critiques, and gives final approval for the plan. 

A good starting point for the committee is to review existing state guide- 
lines and regulations governing gifted education programs. The committee 
also might want to visit gifted programs in nearby schcx)! districts. Con- 
ducting a questionnaire survey is an efficient way of soliciting input from 
the teaching staff, administrators, parents, and students concerning the pro- 
posed program. 

Selecting a Target Population 

Early in the planning, the committa* must identify the target population 
to be served by the gifted program. Often the target population will emerge 
while the committee is formulating its philosophy and objectives. For 
example, if the program is to have a math/science orientation, then the tar- 
get population will be limited to students with high achievement in these 
content areas. Another program might ftxrus on the arts, and the target popu- 
lation would be those students gifted in the visual or performing arts. What 
is important is that program objectives and the target population be com- 
patible. 

Establisiiing Admission Criteria 

Having selected the target population the program will serve, the com- 
mittee must then develop specific criteria for admitting students into the 
gifted program. This is a challenging task. Although established federal 
and state guidelines are helpful, it is important to develop specific admis- 
sion criteria based on the demonstrated needs of the population to be served. 
Most schools use some form of standardized testing instrument as an initial 
indicator of student ability. However, as discussed in Chapter One, test 
scores should not be the sole criterion for pmgram nomination, much less 
admission. Teacher checklists, peer r imination, self-nomination, and par- 
ent observations also should be considered. 



Preliminary screening, typically revealing about 15% of the student body, 
should be foUowed up with more in-^lepth evaluation. This second stage 
nf assessment might include a review of standardized test data, a review 
of students' academic history, and consultation with teachers and such sup- 
port personnel aK psychologists, counselors, and administrators. It is at this 
stage that individually administered tests might be used. Giving a weight 
to data from several sources provides a statistical profile for each candi- 
date, which helps to make the admission process both more objective and 
more efficient. 

Specific admission criteria will vary from schcxil to school or district to 
district, reflecting the nature of the program and the community. Remind 
teachers that nominations for the program must not be limited to ''good test- 
takers" or '^eacher-pleascrs." Gifted students are not necessarily the most 
academically successful or well behaved. 

It is important that the admission criteria be spelled out in writing and be 
available for review by anyone concerned. By having the criteria in writing, 
teachers and administrators can refer to them when dealing with the inevitable 
questions from parents of ''Why my child?" or "Why not my child?" Candi- 
dates who come clo.se to the cut-off point for admission to the gifted pro- 
gram can be placed on a waiting list and re-evaluated at a later date. 

Some procedural issues the admission criteria should address are: 

1 . If a vacancy occurs, how can a qualified student be moved into the 
program? 

2. If a qualified transfer student comes in mid-year, can the student be 
admitted into the program? Dtx:s a new student "bump" other stu- 
dents who may have been on a waiting list for several months? 

3. If a student wishes to leave the program, is parental permission re- 
quired? Can students who leave the program change their minds and 
be accepted back into the program? Will these students be given pri« 
ority over others who are on the waiting list? 

Funding the Gifted Program 

The size and nature of the gifted program will depend heavily on the fund- 
ing available. The committee will have to consider funding at every step 
in the planning process. The first step is determining if funds are available 
from the state and, if so, the procedures for obtaining them. The second 
step is determining the funding available from the district in the regular 
budget. Other sources of funding might be found in the community. Some 
programs receive financial assistance from business sponsors. Others may 
be partially subsidized by local colleges or universities. 
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Gifted Program Models 

There are many models of gifted programming. They vary in structure 
and design. The most common models in elementary school arc discussed 
in this chapter. Preprimary and secondary programs are discussed in Chap- 
ters Five and Nine. 

Pull-Out Programs. In pullnnit programs, children leave their heterogene- 
ous classroom for a specified time each week to participate in a special class 
with their gifted peers. One survey found that 70% of districts with gifted 
programs had pull-out programs (Cox, Daniel, and Boston 1985). 

The popularity of pull-out programs is probably because they are rela- 
tively easy to implement (Belcastro 1987). A chief advantage of pull-out 
programs is that gifted students have the opportunity to interact with other 
gifted students as well as with their regular classmates. Another advantage 
is that during the period the gifted students are out of the regular class- 
room» the teacher has more time to work individually with the remaining 
students. In addition, those students who frequently are overshadowed by 
their gifted classmates are given an opportunity to shine. A final advantage 
is that, since the regular teacher covers instruction in basic skills* the teacher 
of the gifted in the pull-out sessions is free to fwus on critical and creative 
thinking skills. 

For regular classrcx)m teachers, the pull-out model has some inherent 
frustrations. With basic content and skill instruction taking most of their 
time, teachers m * feci disheartened when hearing about the more exciting 
activities of the p out class. The periodic departure of the gifted students 
from the classrooi can be disruptive and cause scheduling problems. 

The students who remain in the regular classr(x>m may resent the ab- 
sence of their classmates. Even if that is not the case, gifted students might 
react negatively to their involvement in the pull-out program. During time 
away from their regular classrtxjm, gifted students may miss the intrcxiuc- 
tion of new material. Also, the combination of regular homework, make 
up of missed assignments, plus the special pull-out class projects may be- 
come overwhelming to gifted students, which can dampen their original 
enthusiasm for the program. 

Probably the fundamental defect of the pull-out mcxlel is that it offers 
a "part-time solution to a ftill-time problem** {Cox, Daniel, and B<^>ston 1985» 
p. 43). A pull-out program may meet gifted students needs during the hours 
of special instruction, but most of their time is still spent in a less challeng- 
ing learning environment. 

Clustering Model. Clustering is a program mcxict in which gifted stu- 
dents function as a small group within a single heterogeneous classroom. 
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Like pull-out programs, clustering is easy to implement. The classroom 
teacher is responsible for planning and implementing the program for the 
gifted cluster, although in some instances the gifted program coordinator 
may help with curriculum design and project activities. The success of this 
model is highly dependent on the classroom management skills of the teach- 
er. This model works best where instruction is essentially individualized. 

In the cluster model, gifted students profit from extended contact with their 
iniellectual peers but arc mi singled out as much as they are in pull-out pro- 
grams. It is common for gifted students to move in and out of the cluster 
group, depending on the nature of the learning activity and the changing needs 
of the students. The major disadvantage of the model is that the demands of 
basic classroom in.struction are such that cluster programming is often limited 
to brief periods that the teacher can spare from the day s -chedule. 

Combination Cluster /PuU-Out, Some of the disadvantages of both pull- 
out and clustering can be overcome by using a combination of these nuxlels. 
Schcxjis or districts opting for the pull-out mcxlcl should seriously consider 
using it in tandem with clustering. Students participating in the combined 
program have more time with their gifted peers; there is less disruption 
of the regular classroom: and the gifted teacher or coordinator is able to 
devote more time to building strong, collaborative relationships with the 
regular te,.chers (Eby and Smutny 1990, p. 146). 

Special Classes, According to a survey, less than 40% of districts with 
gifted programs oifer full-time special classes for gifted students (Cox. 
Daniel, and Boston 1985). This model offers several advantages. Most sig- 
nificantly, special classes address the needs of gifted students on a full-time 
basis. Thinking skills can be taught in the context of the various content 
areas; long-term project activities are more feasible; individualization and 
acceleration are easier to implement: and teachers and students have time 
to develop closer working relationshi^)s. However, having a special full-time 
classroi^m for the gifted provides no guarantee of a g(XKl gifted program 
unless the learning environment is structured appropriately, the curricu- 
lum is well designed, and the teachers arc adequately prepared. 

Special Schools. There are many kinds of special schools for the gifted. 
Some are sponsored by districts, some by regions, and some even by states. 
Others are independent or affiliated with colleges and universities. Some 
special schools operate as schools-within-scho<ils with their own program- 
ming and staff but physically housed in the same building as the regular 
students. At the secondary level, special schools may focus on specific con- 
tent areas, for example, the performing arts, math and science, or foreign 
languages. 



special schools can offer a wealth of program possibilities because the 
scheduling, curriculum, and even the physical structure of the school can 
be focused on the needs of gifted students. Also, special schools offer the 
advantage of having all the resources {teachers, equipment, and materials) 
in one place, A further advantage of the special school is that it can serve 
an ethnically diverse student body. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Building Support 
for the Gifted Program 

The success of any gifted program depends on many factors, including 
program design and implementation, student selection, teacher effective- 
ness, and administrative support. But critical to the establishment of a gifted 
program is developing constituencies among parents, teachers, and the 
community-at-large. This chapter suggests strategies for building bridges 
to each of these constituencies and engaging their active support. 

Building Parent Support 

When initiating a gifted program, information about it and the student 
selection process should be distributed to every parent, not just to those 
parents whose children are likely candidates for the program. Limiting the 
information about the program to a selective group is sure to brand the pro- 
gram as "exclusive" and •^elitist." When the organizing committee has com- 
pleted its written plan, the school should schedule an open forum to which 
all parents are invited. The written plan should be available for inspection, 
and plenty of time should be reserved for parents questions. 

When communicating with parents, it is important to explain that there 
are many types of giftcdness and that any single program can address only 
a few of these types. Parents also need to understand the distinction be- 
tween gitkdness and academic success. Although there is a pc^itive corre- 
lation between the two, they are not necessarily the same. Also, it should 
be pointed out that, although only a small percentage of students will par- 
ticipate directly in the gifted program, elements of the program (for exam- 
ple, teacher training and curricular innovations) can benefit the entire school 
population. The person presenting information about the program to parents 
should be prepared to illustrate several ways in which the gifted program 
will benefit the general student body. 

After the gifted program is under way, information about it can be presented 
in the context of the district's total educational offerings and services. For 
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example, an orientation meeting for parents of kindergartners or for stu- 
dents transferring into the district is a good time to discuss all the schoors 
special educational opportunities, of which the gifted program is one. 

The gifted program staff should maintain regular contact with the parents 
of children participating in the program. Through regular contact, parents 
develop a bettsr understanding of their child's special educational needs and* 
in the process, they become strong advocates of gifted programs not only 
for their own child but for all children with special talents. Also, parents 
of gifted children can be involved as volunteers for various projects con- 
nected with the program. 

Involvii^ Parents as Volunteers 

There are many ways to involve parents as volunteers in a gifted pro- 
gram. The volunteer program should be flexible, allowing parents with di- 
verse skills and interests to contribute as their time and schedules allow. 
Sirae volunteer activities will require that parents be available during the 
school day; many others can occur outside of classroom time. Following 
are some ways in which parents can be involved as volunteers: 

1. Organizing or participating in local parent support groups for the 
gifted. 

2. Attending national , regional . or state conferences on gifted education 
and sharing ideas about pixjgramming learned from such conferences. 

3. Becoming a spokesperson for the gifted program by making presen- 
tations at school board meetings, service clubs, and parent groups. 

4. Assisting the teacher in the classroom in activities requiring a low 
student-adult ratio. 

5. Becoming involved in a mentor program with one or more students 
who share a common interest. 

6. Developing instructional materials. This may range from laminat- 
ing and duplicating to designing instructional games or developing 
independent study un'm in an area in which a parent has expertise. 

7. Organizing a library of materials about gifted children and gifted 
education. Often this can be done cooperatively with a school or 
public library. 

8. Accompanying a class or smaller groups of students on field trips 
or assisting in planning off-campus experiences. 

9. Participating in ftmd-raising for the program. In the course of rais- 
ing money for special equipment or field trips, parents raise the pro- 
gram's visibility in the community. 

10. Editing or writing for a newsletter or journal on gifted students. 
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In addition to parents, grandparents and other senior citizens with spe- 
cial talents to contribute to the program can be recruited as volunteers. The 
interaction of gifted students with older adults can be a mutually rewarding 
experience and provides another avenue for developing community under- 
standing about the importance of special programs for gifted children. 

Building Community Support 

Community support is necessary to get a gifted program off the ground 
and* once established, to protect it when threatened by budget cuts. Sup- 
port can come from a variety of sources and in a variety of ways, but it 
must be solicited. More often than not, community support is the result 
of carefully nurtured relationships requiring a considerable amount of time 
and energy. 

Sources of community support include interested individuals, businesses, 
civic groups, and social service agencies. The nature of the support will 
vary. Mentorships, in-kind donations, equipment loans, the use of facili- 
ties, and contributions of staff time are some possible options. 

Des Moines, Iowa, is one school system that recognizes the importance 
of enlisting parents to help build community support for its gifted program 
(DeVries 1987, Rocts 1989). This system has hired a professional to coor- 
dinate the effort. This person serves as a community resource consultant 
to bring gifted students resources beyond the classroom. Community mem- 
bers are recruited to work with students in a variety of ways. In some in- 
stances, an adult is asked to meet one time with one student. Other adults 
work on a weekly basis with a group of students. Other community mem- 
bers provide auxiliary services such as judging competitions, organizing 
and managing programs, or making phone calls. 

In the Des Moines program, activities CKXur during the schix)! day, late 
afternoon, Saturdays, or in the summer. Mentors in math, writing, or music 
composition come into the school. Students can apprentice in a television 
studio, stockbroker's office, veterinary clinic* law tlrm, or an prchitect's 
office. Professional organizations host all-day workshops. Special classes 
are held on college campuses. Cooperative programs are arranged with local 
art centers, community playhouses, science centers, or the botanical gardens. 

One of the best ways of winning community support for gifted programs 
is through exhibits and performances. These events provide a forum for 
gifted students to share their best efforts with relatives and friends and of- 
fer tangible evidence of the value of the gifted program. Public visibility 
of the creative talents of gifted youngsters sends a positive message about 
the quality of the schools and will be of interest to the local economic dc- 
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velopmcnt office, board of realtor^;, and other groups that w^int to attract 
people and businesses to locate in the community. 

Developing Teacher Awareness and Support 

in building support for the gifted program among teachers, it is impor- 
tant initially to work with all the teachers in the system, not just those 
who will be directly involved- The gifted program staff will likely be those 
with special training and experience in the field, but regular classroom 
teachers also should have a thorough grounding in the theory and practice 
of gifted education. Nancy Johnson (1987) makes a distinction between a 
gifted prog roffi and gifted education. A gifted program is the responsibility 
of a few designated people (administrator, coordinator, and teacher), while 
gifted education is everyone's job. It is Johnsons firm belief that compre- 
hensive, articulated gifted education requires the involvement of teachers 
at all levels- 

A series of workshops or inservice sessions led by an outside consultant 
can provide a general over\'iew of gifted education for all teachers. An in- 
formal survey of teachers can determine what topics in gifted education 
are of most interest to them. 

Teachers of the gifted lhen\4clves can be goixi agents for developing sup- 
port for the program from their peers. Barbara Clark (1988) pnn ides these 
suggestions for building support among the teaching staff as well as find- 
mg supptirl in other sources: 

1 . Watch for those teachers who are interested in what you are doing, 
invite them into yi>ur nK>m, share your materials and ideas, and ask 
them for their opinions, 

2. Take every opportunity to let the entire faculty know they are 
welcome at any time to visit, participate, share ideas, or have their 
students work with your students. 

3. Discuss what you are doing with the principal and other adminis- 
trators and invite their participation. 

4. Keep parents informed about your goals and activities and invite 
their participation. 

5. Do not overUxik the custcxiians and office staff. Both can provide 
invaluable support; they understand how the schwl operates and 
know how to get things done that can never be learned from those 
"in charge." 

6. Attend workshops, conferences, and university classes on gifted edu- 
cation. There you will meet others who share your interests. 
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Seeking Support from Administrative Personnel 

Administrative support from principals, the superintendent, and school 
board members is extremely important to the success of the gifted program 
and needs to be c Uivated. These persons need to be well informed about 
the program becau.v*; they may be called on to field questions, particularly 
about the student identification and selection process and program content. 
Early and continuing contact with administrators by the gifted teacher or 
coordinator helps when problems arise. 

The interest and involvement of administrators vary. Some may wish to 
participate in every phase of the program, including student selection and 
curriculum development; others take a less active role but want to be kept 
informed through monthly or quarterly reports. 

Conclusion 

Gifted education advocates often work hard to build initial support for 
a new program but underestimate the need for continuing support from par- 
ents, teachers, administrators, and the community. Sustained support is vital 
to the preservation of the gifted program, because it is often perceived as 
a •*fril!" and is among the first programs threatened when a district faces 
budget cuts. The more parents, teachers, administrators, and community 
members are able to testify to the efficacy of the gifted program, the better 
its chances for survival. 



References 

Clark, B. Gro\uni( Up Gified^ 3rd cd. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1988. 

DeVries, A. "Community Caring for the Gifted." Paper presented at the Sixth An- 
nual Conference of the American Association of Gifted Children on "Suppon- 
ing the Emotional Needs of Gifted Children,** Arlington Heights, III., 1987. 

Johnson. N. "Cluster Gr.iuping in the Regular Classroom." Paper presented at the 
Sixth Annua! Conference of the American Association of Gifted Children on 
"Supponing the Emotional Needs of Gifted Children,** Arlington Heights, 111., 
1987. 

Orenstein, A **What Organizational Characteristics Are Important in Planning. Im- 
plementing, and Maintaining Programs for the Gifted," Cifivd Child Quarterly 
28, no. 3 (1984): 99-103. 

Roets, L.F., ed, Gified and Talented Program Description. Des Moines Public 
SchiK>ls, 1800 Grade Avenue, Des Moines, fowa 50307, 1989. 



31 



CHAPTER FIVE 
Preschool Gifted Children 



There is ample evidence that gifted preschoolers can be identified; and, 
like their older ce' 's, they have special needs. If these needs are unrecog- 
nized or ignored, ■ se children are likely to find the preschool program 
unchallenging or even boring. Unfortunately, few school districts have any 
special programming to serve Liiese children. Moreover, early childhood 
teachers are not trained to identify and challenge these children in the regular 
classroom; and teachers of the gifted typically are not accustomed to work- 
ing with very young children. 

With a few exceptions, public schcx)l education in this country begins ai age 
five. The vast majority of preschool programs are independently sponsored. 
With the exception of Head Start, there has been very Utile federal funding for 
preschool pnigrams. Special programming for the gifted is beyond the means 
of most independent preschools, which understandably have focused their 
programs on the needs of the average child. Despite these limiting factors, 
there is much that can be done in preschcx^l programs for the gifted. 

Programming for the preschool gifted should not be confused with what 
some have called the "super baby" approach. This approach typically em- 
phasizes formal instruction using flash cards, workbooks, and repetitive 
drills to teach reading and writing as well as fact-filled content such as iden- 
tifying and memorizing the instruments in a symphony orchestra. This type 
of rote learning is unrelated to the preschoolers experience and has no place 
in the gifted education program for young children. 

Gifted education for preschoolers should be firmly grounded in the de- 
velopmental tradition of early childhood education. It should include ex- 
periences designed to encourage children to explore actively the world 
around them. It should be structured so that children are free to move about 
the classroom and select their own activities. Of course, the same basic 
principles apply to the preschool child at home where experiential learning 
is emphasized. 
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Identifying Gifted Pr^hoolers 

There is no reason to identify gifted preschoolers simply for identifica- 
tion's sake. The identification process should be designed with a particular 
program in mind. For example, the identification process for a preschool 
program focusing on music and art should focus on young children who 
appear to be gifted in those areas. In preschoois with no special gifted pro- 
gram emphasis but with a desire to provide more challenging programs for 
gifted children, a teacher might complete a behavioral checklist (described 
later) for each child and request parents to use the same checklist to record 
their observations of their child. 

For formal programming, Karnes (1983) suggests a **muhipleHJntry-point** 
identification process, which offers children a variety of avenues for enter- 
ing a special program. This differs from sequential approaches using a nomi- 
nation process, group testing, or other screening instrument, followed by 
individual testing. 

The RAPYHT project at the University of Illinois serves handicapped 
gifted preschoolers (Karnes. Shwedel, and Lewis 1983), Each chUd*s teacher 
and parent fills out a series of talent checklists. The checklists cover a vari- 
ety of abilities including creative, intellectual, scientific, mathematical, read- 
ing, musical, leadership, artistic, and psychomotor. If children are rated 
above a predetermined cut-off point in any of the areas* they are eligible 
to participate in small-group activities in their area(s) of strength. If the 
children perform adequately in one or two activities, they are allowed to 
enroll in a supplemental program. 

Gowan (1975) provides another example of the multiple-entry point ap- 
proach. In this approach, candidates are identified using aptitude tests, teach- 
er nominations, and selection committee nominations. This information 
provides children with three ways to enter the gifted program: 1) by scoring 
high on aptitude tests, 2) by receiving recommendations and scoring above 
the cut-off score on an I.Q. test, or 3) through special consideration by 
the selection committee. This multiple-entry identification approach uses 
different sources of information to assess a range of abilities. Such an ap- 
proach can be adapted for use with preschoolers. 

Individually administered tests frequently used with young children in- 
clude the Draw-A-Person Test (Harris), the Stanford-Binet (Terman & 
Merrill)* Thinking Creatively in Action and Movement (Torrance), and the 
Wechsler Preschool Primary Scale of Intelligence. In addition, there are 
several tests or instruments that assess intelligence, achievement, and so- 
cial/emotional and perceptual/motor development. Karnes (1983) suggests 
the following tests for use with preschool children: 
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Intelligence Tests 

The Columbia Mental Maturity Scale 

The Slosson Intelligence Test for Children and Adults 

The Pictorial Test of Intelligence 

Achievement Tests 

The Metropolitan Readiness Test, Level 1 
Stanford Early Achievement Test, Level 1 
Test of Basic Experiences, Level K 

Tests of Perceptual-Motor Development 
Basic Motor Ability Test 
Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration 
Purdue Perceptual -Motor Survey 

Tests of Social Development 

California Preschool Competency Scale 
Vincland Social Maturity Scale 

Tests of Creativity 

Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking: Figural Test 
Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking: Verbal Test 
Thinking Creatively in Aciion and Movement 

For information about each of these instruments, consult Euros Mental 
Measurement Yearbmk, which is available at most university or large public 
libraries. Keep in mind, however, that even the most exhaustive battery 
of tests will not provide a complete picture of a child^s abilities and may 
actually give an inaccurate view in some cases, 

Checklists of behavioral characteristics and parent and teacher question- 
naires have proven to be practical and inclusive methods of identification 
and deserve a place in every identification process. A number of behavioral 
characteristic lists exist. The list below is Margie Kitano*s (1982) synthesis 
of the work of several researchers. It is important to note that no gifted 
preschooler is likely to exhibit all of these behaviors. It is more common 
to find behaviors clustered in one or two of the five areas listed below. 

Intellectual/ Academic Behaviors 

• is attentive, alert 

• possesses advanced vcxrabulary for age 

• shows early interest in books and reading 

• learns rapidly 

• has high level of curiosity 

• enjoys being with older children 
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• pursues interests; collects things 

• has a long attention span 

• possesses high standards 

• shows mature sense of humor for age 

• prefers new and challenging experiences 

• retains information 

• displays high level of planning, problem solving, and abstract think- 
ing compared to peers 

Creative Beliaviors 

• asks many questions 

• does things in own way, is independent 

• may prefer to work alone 

• experiments with whatever is at hand 

• is highly imaginative 

• thinks up many ways to accomplish a goal 

• may respond with unexpected answers, sometimes smart-alecky 

• produces original ideas 

Leadership Beftaviors 

• is frequently sought out by peers 

• interacts easily with other children and adults 

• adapts easily to new situations 

• can influence others to work toward goals - desirable or undesirable 

• is kx)ked in by others for ideas and decisions 

• is chosen first by peers 

Musical Behaviors 

• makes up original tunes 

• shows degree of tonal memory 

• enjoys musical activities 

• responds sensitively to music 

• easily repeats rhythm patterns 

• easily discriminates tones, melodies, rhythm patterns 

Artistic Behaviors 

• fills extra time by drawing, painting, etc. 

9 draws a variety of things - not just people, houses, and flowers 

• remembers things in detail 

• takes art activities seriously and derives satisfaction from them 

• has long attention span when engaged in art activities 

• shows planning in composing artwork 
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In addition to asking parents to complete a behavioral chtxldist, it is desira- 
ble to include parent interviews as part of any identification process. In 
fact, the interview gives parents an opportunity to discuss their checklist 
responses and describe sp^ific anecdotes about their child's behavior, which 
the teacher may not be aware of in the classroom. It is important to note 
that research indicates that parents are more accurate in assessing their chil- 
dren's ability than teachers (Roedell, Jackson, and Robinson 1980), Parents 
are often aware of gifted behaviors that do not show up in the classroom. 

Options in Preschool Programming for the Gifted 

When designing programs for gifted preschoolers, the primary goal, of 
course, is to provide them wi;h challenging educational experiences. But 
it is also important to include activities in the program that are designed 
to support parents. It is the rare parent who is adequately prepared to raise 
a gifted child. The school can help parents supplement and reinforce what 
the school is doing by suggesting appropriate activities and resources that 
can be used at home. 

Cluster Grouping 

In this program option, gifted preschoolers are clustered in a heterogene* 
ous classroom. This option is easier to implement and is more practical 
when there are not enough gifted children to justify a separate special class. 
The cost of implementing this option is relatively low. In addition to staff 
salaries, ftmds will be needed for identification, parent education, inser- 
vice training, and equipment and supplies. An important benefit of this model 
is that it provides gifted children with opportunities for extended interaction 
with their intellectual peers and with the rest of the children in the class. 
This option allows gifted children to move in and out of a special cluster 
(often self-selected) based on a given activity's appropriateness for their 
abilities and needs. 

This program model is not without its disadvantages. Teachers must have 
training in both early childhood and gifted education. And they must be 
able to develop learning activities that are appropriate for both gifted and 
regular students. If the gifted program is implemented in only a few of the 
schools in the district, parents must be willing to send their children to some 
place other than their neighborhood school. 

Special Classes 

This program option is not feasible unless there is a sufficient number 
of gifted students to justify a separate class. Therefore, it is unlikely that 
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tliis option could be implemented in an independent preschool with only 
one class for each age level. However, it is feasible for districts with a large 
preschool or kindergarten enrollment. Special homogeneous classes pro- 
vide gifted students with continuous contact with their highly intelligent 
and creative peers. With an entire class of gifted children, it is easier to 
integrate parent education into the program. Some schools even require that 
parents attend a workshop as a prerequisite to their child's enrollment in 
the special class. 

One problem in implementing the special class option is finding ear ly 
childhood teachers with training and experience in working with gifted young 
children. Another problem is that unless extended day care and school- 
operated transportation is provided, many children may not be able to par- 
ticipate in half-day special preschool classes. 

A variation of the special class is a sT>ecial school for the preschool gifted. 
These are usually private schools or arc affiliated with a university but are 
not common. They have the added benefit of more flexible grouping and 
the concentration of materials and resources in a single facility. Examples 
of gifted preschools are the Creative Children's Academy in Illinois, the 
Eldorado School in California, and the Roepcr School in Michigan. 

Kindergarten Pull-Out Programs 

The pull-out mcxJel at the kindergarten level operates very much like 
elementary pull-out programs (see Chapter Three). Gifted children are re- 
moved from their regular classroom on a regular schedule to attend special 
classes with their gifted peers. The disadvantages of elementary pull-out 
programs are amplified at the kindergarten level. If gifted children spend 
five hours a week of a typical half-day kindergarten in a pull-out program, 
this amounts to about a third of their time away from their regular class. 
Moreover, the pull-out gifted instructors tend to be the same persons who 
work with the schooKs older gifted students and are unlikely to have train- 
ing in early childhood education. There is also a tendency for pull-out pro- 
grams at this level to focus on formal instruction in reading, writing, and 
compulation rather than on exploratory experiences, which are more ap- 
propriate for young children. 

Partial Acceleration into First Grade 

In some communities, socially mature and academically able kindergar- 
ten children spend some of their morning in a first-grade classroom. For 
young children who are able to function socially with older students, this 
may prove to be an alternative to being bored or unchallenged in kinder- 




garten. However, by moving back and forth between classroomst children 
may miss worthwhile activiues going on in kindergarten while participat- 
ing in a first-grade reading or math group. A better option is to modify 
the kindergarten curriculum to provide challenging opportunities for the 
gifted children • 

Challenging the Preschool Gifted in the Regular Classroom 

It is unrealistic to expect that there will be special classes available for 
the nation's gifted preschoolers; yet most preschtxi! teachers have had gifted 
children in their classes at one time or another. Kitano (1982) contends that 
a skillful teacher can structure a regular preschool classroom to make it 
a nurturing place for every member of the class, including the gifted. She 
offers these recommendations: 

1 . Provide activities that cultivate creativity and foster fluency, flexibility, 
originality, and elaboration. For example, let children provide the ending 
of an unfinished story. 

2. Provide activities that involve higher cognitive prtxesses. such as anal- 
ysis, synthesis, evaluation. Kitano gives an example using a discussion about 
colors. What colors docs the artist use to create a strong feeling or emotion 
(analysis)? Paint a picture in which you use colors to create a strong feel- 
ing (synthesis). How well do you think you used certain colors to create 
a strong feeling (evaluation)? 

3. Provide activities that involve planning, forecasting, and decision 
making. Situational problem solving incorporates these operations and 
is a satisfying exercise for gifted young children. An example is planning 
and building a model city of blocks that includes all the infrastructures and 
services (schools, fire department, post office, parks) found in a modern 
city. 

4. Provide activities that promote inquiry. Encourage inductive thinking 
through the scientific process. Accept the hypotheses children offer and 
then let them test their hypotheses. For example, take a glass of water that 
is almost fiiU and ask the children to guess how many pennies can be dropped 
into the glass before it overflows. 

5. Provide activities that promote affective development. Young gifted 
children arc concerned with issues of right and wrong, with what is fair 
and unfair. Give them opportunities to discuss incidents from their own 
experience that relate to these types issues. 

6. Provide opportunities for children to use a variety of thinking processes 
when dealing with the content of units or projects. 
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Staffing Preschool Gifted Programs 

Staffing a preschcx)! gifted program requires persons with training and 
experience in early childhood education and in gifted education. Also, a 
good sense of humor and a spirit of adventure are valuable assets. Because 
most teachers of gifted preschoolers will be working in regular classrooms, 
they must be able to individualize instruction in order to deal with a broad 
range of interests and abilities. Finally, they must be committed to work- 
ing closely with parents, who need guidance in providing enriching ex- 
periences for their gifted children. 

A Good Beginning for Young Gifted Children 

Special programming, based on developmentally appropriate experiences, 
provides a good beginning for young gifted children and should be the first 
step in a comprehensive p^an for the gifted. For most schools this special 
programming will have to be integrated into the regular early childhood 
classroom. This program model is not only easier to implement but is prob- 
ably a sounder approach than pull-out or acceleration models. However, 
before any program mcxlel is implemented, there must be well-trained early 
childhood teachers who arc skilled in identifying the gifted young and crea- 
tive in providing challenging experiences that are appropriate for meeting 
their unique needs. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Gifted Girls: 

A Population at Risk 

Almost 50 years ago J,R.R. Tolkein wrote: "How quickly an intelligent 
woman can be taught, grasp the teacher's ideas, see his point - and how 
(with some exceptions) they can go no further, when they leave his hand 
or when they lose interest in him. It is their gift to be receptive, stimulated, 
fertilized (in many other matters than the physical) by the male" (quoted 
in The Inklings by H. Carpenter), 

Today Tolkein s words seem more amusing than insulting; and we arc 
tempted to congratulate ourselves on the progress we have made during 
the second half of the twentieth century regarding the status of women. 
Nevertheless, despite the gains that have been made, girls and women con- 
tinue to face gender stereotyping, sex bias, and sex discrimination. 

According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 44% of the American 
work force is female, and 62% of working-age women are employed (Bolles 
1986). However, traditionally femaJe occupations, teaching and nursing, 
for example, tend to pay at least 20% less than traditionally male occupa- 
tions. Women remain under-represented in high status occupations and ex- 
ecutive positions. In 1983 women represented 99% of all secretaries, 82% 
of all elementary school teachers, 81% of all clerical workers, and 60% 
of all employees in the human service sector. But they represented only 
32.4% of all jobs in management and executive positions, 15.8% of all phy- 
sicians, 15.3% of all lawyers, and 5.8% of all engineers. 

Those women who do enter high status professions tend to achieve less, 
as measured by both product (for instance, published work) and recogni- 
tion (awards, Wfto's Who listings) than their male colleagues. The continu- 
ing underachievement of exceptionally capable women parallels a pervasive 
pattern of underachievement among exceptionally capable girls. 

As a group, gifted girls have distinct needs that are sometimes quite differ- 
ent than those of their male peers. Unfortunately, educators have been slow 
to recognize those needs. In order to achieve their potential, gifted girls 
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must surmount the obstacles society puts in their way. In this chapter we 
examine some of those obstacles and consider strategies for overcoming 
them. 

Factors Contributing to Underachievement 

Underachicvement is the discrepancy between performance and ability. 
Most often underachievement is discussed in terms of performance in school, 
but the concept is equally relevant to career performance. While boys may 
underachieve more often in school, underachievement in careers is more 
common among women. There are a variety of factors that contribute to 
a pattern of underachievement in gifted girls and women. 

First, from birth both boys and girls arc surrounded by gender stereotyp- 
ing. Television, a pervasive purveyor of sexist imagery, is a central fixture 
in the lives of most children. The average American five-year-old has al- 
ready watched 5,000 hours of television before starting school (Treleasc 
1985). However, gender stereotyping is not the exclusive domain of the 
electronic media. When children enter school they are likely to be confronted 
with stereotyping in the curriculum and by teachers. 

In addition to gender stereotyping in the media, girls are far more likely 
to know men in executive and professional positions than they are to know 
women working in high status fields. If a girl has parents with equivalent 
educations, cxlds are that her father will earn significantly more than her 
mother. Without high achieving female role nuxlcls in their lives, many 
gifted girls will not aspire to high status careers in which they have the 
ability to succeed. 

A third factor is the conflicting expectations society imposes on gifted 
girls. Because they are gifted, there is an expectation that they will be suc- 
cessful in higli status occupations, which require them to be assertive, ag- 
gressive, and hard working. But because they are girls, there is an 
expectation that they will be passive, nurturing, and altruistic. When they 
marry, it is assumed they will become the household manager and primary 
caregiver of children and defer to their husbands career ambitions (Schwartz 
1980). Even the most gifted of women would find these expectations diffi- 
cult to reconcile. 

A fourth factor is the peer pressure on gifted girls to underplay their aca- 
demic ability. This is particularly applicable among adolescent girls in co- 
educational environments* where they feel they will be unpopular if they 
reveal their high academic ability. Also, gifted girls who express an in- 
terest in nontraditional careers or male-dominated activities may receive 
peer criticism or ridicule. 



School: An Inhospitable Place for Gifted Girls 



There is a growing body of research that indicates that the school is not 
a nurturing environment for gifted girls. Carol Shakeshaft (1986) argues 
that the structure of schools, instructional methods, and teacher-student in- 
teractions are biased toward male rather than female needs. The work of 
Myra Sadker and David Sadker (1986) indicates that girls, be they kinder- 
gartners or college students, constitute an underclass in our schools, receiv- 
ing less teacher attention and fewer speaking opportunities than their male 
classmates. In their study of teacher-student interactions in classrooms at 
every grade level and in urban, suburban, and rural communities, they found 
that male students were far more likely than female students to receive the 
attention of the teacher and were given more opportunities to speak than 
their female classmates. The research of Carol Gilligan (1982) indicates 
that girls work more effectively in cooperative rather than competitive en- 
vironments. Yet competition remains a dominant instructional mode in most 
classrooms. 

Strategies for Nurturing Gifted Girls in the Classroom 

1. De-emphasize competition. Use more cooperative and team 
approaches. 

2. Examine teacher-student interaction patterns for gender bias. Are 
there differences in the way teachers relate to male and female 
students? 

3. Be alert to examples of sexism in the lextbooLs. When they occur, 
they should be pointed out to students and discussed in class. Make 
sure won^n's history is integrated throughout your history curricu- 
lum. Supplement texts with biographies of pioneering women and 
sixnal histories by women. In English claF.>es make certain the read- 
ing list includes representative works of women writers. 

4. In math and science classes discuss both historical and recent 
achievements of women working in those fields. Emphasize to girls 
the importance of continuing their math and science education. 

5. Invite women in nontraditional careers to visit class. Ask them to 
discuss obstacles they have faced in both their formal educations 
and careers. 

6. Avoid sexist language in the classroom. 

7. Make parents of gifted girls aware of some of the obstacles they 
face in achieving their full potential. In parent conferences suggest 
ways of overcoming those obstacles. Provide parents with bibliog- 




raphies of books and mhe*- references dealing with women*s 
achievements. 

8. Wt«n advising gifted girls about college choices, discuss the bertefits 
of women's colleges. While only one-third of women from coed col- 
leges go on to cam advanced degrees, half of the women from 
women's colleges go on to earn graduate degrees (Time Magazine, 
5 October 1987). Women's colleges offer strong female role models. 
Women have more opportunities for leadership positions and are 
more likely to pursue nontraditional careers. fl 

9. Actively recruit girls for Advanced Placement and hOTiors classes 
as well as for nontraditional extracurricular activities. Girls may 
be more receptive to participating in nontraditional extracurricular 
activities if two or three are invited to join. 



Strategies for School Districts Seeking to Nurture Gifted Girls 

1. Offer tnscrvicc training to make staff sensitive to sex-bias in the 
classrcxOT. 

2. Make an effort to recruit women for staff openings in math and 
science. Girls (and bc^ys) nc-'d to see strong role models in these 
male-dominated areas. 

3. Make certain the school counseling staff arc aware of factors con- 
tributing to female underachievement and are infonned about strate- 
gies for counteracting these factors. 

The underachievement of gifted girls and women is a loss for both the 
individuals involved and for society in general. By addressing those fac- 
tors that contribute to underachievement* educators can nuturc the talents 
of gifted girls and help them make contributions to society that are com- 
mensurate with their abilities. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
Serving Special Populations 
of the Gifted 

This chapter examines two frequently neglected subgroups of the gifted, 
the underachieving gifted and the handicapped gifted. Each group has needs 
that often are unmet in traditional programs for the gifted. Underachieving 
gifted students have problems with mcHivation and self-esteem. With hand- 
icapped gifted students, their auditory, visual, and motor impairments or 
learning disabilities oftentimes mask their intellectual abilities. 

The Underachieving Gifted 

Gifted underachievers can be identified by comparing their intellectual 
aptitude (primarily I.Q. scores) with some measure of actual achievement, 
such as grades or achievement test scores. If achievement is significantly 
below the aptitude expectations, the student may be considered to be an 
underachiever, 

Underachievers may exhibit a low self-concept, which often is linked to 
poor family relationships. They may be withdrawn or show little interest 
in hobbies. They may accept little responsibility for their actions and re- 
spond to adults in a hostile and rebellious manner. They are not strongly 
motivated toward academic achievement. Frequently gifted underachievers 
choose friends who share their negative attitudes toward school (Clark 1988). 

The causes of underachievement are complex and varied. Whitmore 
( 1980) cites such personality divSpositions as perfectionism, hypersensitivi- 
ty, and scKial skill deficiency as contributing to underachievement. Another 
factor might be the instructional style of the teacher. If a teacher focuses 
on basic skills with endless repetition of drill and practice, the student may 
soon become bored or apathetic* which is perceived as underachievement 
A punitive social climate created by classroom peers may exacerbate 
underachievement. 

In Underachievement Symlrome: Causes and Cures, Sylvia Rimm (1986) 
points out that there is no simple explanation for curing underachievement 
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syndrome and warns that approaches that work with high achieving stu- 
dents may not be appropriate for the underachieve! . But sh'" does suggest 
that if parents and teachers adjust home and school environments in ways 
that nurture achievement, significant progress can be made. 

Rimm goes on to identify specific instructional styles that are detrimen- 
tal to underachieving students. In loosely organized classrooms, there may 
not be enough structure for students whose underachievement stems from 
lack of organizational skills. On the other hand, rigid te^iching styles may 
lead to power struggles with gifted underachievcrs, forcing the teacher into 
a pattern of constant reprimands. Especially to be avoided are public criti- 
cism of a student s poor work or public comparisons with other students' 
work. 

Suggestioas for working with gifted underachievcrs include: valuing what- 
ever accomplishments they make, assessing their progress regularly, pro- 
viding opportunities for developing self-esteem, and creating learning 
environments that are open, accepting, and intellectually challenging. When 
underachievcrs have special abilities in such areas as music, art, or sports, 
provide opportunities for them to display their talents. Eariy on, parents 
of gifted unckrachicvers need to be involved. In parent conferences teachers 
or counselors may gain insight into the causes of underachievement and 
suggest ways to overcome it. 

Physically Handicapped Gifted Students 

Gifted students with a physical disability tend to be identified first by 
that disability, their other attributes are often overi(X)ked. They may be 
placed in a special school or class for the physically disabled and therefore 
be excluded from consideration for the gifted program. When the focus 
of the special education program is on compensating for the physical disa- 
bility, these gifted students intellectual and creative abilities are likely to 
be ignored. 

This problem can be remedied to some extent through better ccwrdina- 
tion between the teacher of the handicapped and the gifted education teacher. 
The curriculum for handicapped gifted students should be jointly planned 
by the two teachers so that lessons can be modified to accommodate the 
particular handicap but include higher-order thinking and creative expres- 
sion, which these students are capable of doing. It is also possible to in- 
clude these students in gifted pull-out programs. Other efforts to develop 
awareness of the special needs of gifted handicapped students include 
national and state conferences on the topic, inservice training for special 
education teachers, and special graduate programs on the gifted handicapped. 
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Learning Disabled Gifted Students 

Only recently have the learning disabled gifted been recognized as a sub- 
group within the gifted population. Too often these students are not identi- 
fied as gifted because of skill deficiencies associated with the learning 
disability. For example, a teacher may identify a student as a poor reader 
but never nc^ice what an exceptional thinker he or she is. In other cases, 
these gifted students have learned to compensate for their learning disabili- 
ty so that it is not readily apparent; but neither is their giftedness. Accord- 
ing to Nancy Wingcnbach (1987), cognitive characteristics that reliably 
distinguish gifted from nongifted learning disabled students cluster around 
four key abilities: communication of ideas, problem-solving skills, crea- 
tive thought production, and knowledge retention. 

Learning disabled gifted students require modifications in teaching styles 
and learning environments based on careful assessment of their specific 
learning disability. These include disorders in the psychological process- 
ing involved in comprehending or using spoken or written language (read- 
ing and writing development), in retention of information (short-term 
memory), in use of organizational skills, or any combination of these dis- 
orders. Other characteristics of learning disabled gifted students are low 
self-esteem, low frustration tolerance, preference for projects providing con- 
crete learning experiences, and a dislike for basic skill remediation when 
it is isolated from meaningful learning (Wingenbach 1987), 

!n the past, remediation was the sole focus of learning disability programs. 
For the gifted, the program must remediate deficiencies while at the same 
time build on their academic, intellectual, or creative strengths. To help 
these students compensate for their weak organizational skills, it is often 
necessary to break down assignments into smaller segments with more fre- 
quent monitoring by the teacher. It may be necessary for teachers to modi- 
fy their instructional style to match these students' learning styles. 

For too long handicapped gifted sUidents have been excluded from gifted 
programs simply because of their handicapping condition. Special educa- 
tion and gifted education staff must coordinate their efforts first to identify 
these students and then to design appropriate programming, which meets 
their needs as gifted students as well as their needs related to their handi- 
capping condition. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
Serving Gifted Minority 
and Disadvantaged Students 

Giftedncss can be found in every subculture - ethnic, racial, or scKial. 
However, a major problem for educators has been the identification of gifted 
students from these subcultures. The heart of the identification problem has 
been the prevailing narrow definition of giftcdness and the long-time reli- 
ance on standardized aptitude and achievement tests to assess giftcdness. 
In short, many minority and disadvantaged students exhibit giftcdness in 
ways that conventional testing does not assess. Torrance (1978) cites an 
example of a highly artistic Mexican girl who was denied an award for an 
outstanding piece of work because she couldn't communicate to her prin- 
cipal and convince him that she was the artist who had prcxiuced the award- 
winning piece of artwork. 

While the pioneer work of Guilford, Torrance, Bemal, Baldwin, Meeker, 
Witt, and others demonstrated cultural biases in traditional testing instru- 
ments, many school districts continued to rely heavily on these instruments 
for identifying the gifted. However, by 1973, as a result of data collected 
on the vast, untapped potential of gifted minority children, the official defi- 
nition of gifted adopted by the U.S. Department of Education was expanded 
to include a wider range of talents (see Chapter One). 

While this broader definition of giftcdness was an impetus to change iden- 
tification procedures, the work of Guilford also was influential in challenging 
long-established thinking about the nature of intelligence. His Structure of 
the Intellect Model, which established as many as 120 factors in cognitive 
functioning, dispelled the notion of intelligence as a single, quantifiable entity 
represented by an LQ. score. Also, Torrance s (1977) research on "crea- 
tive positives'* presented a wide range of conceptual and improvisational 
abilities among non-mainstream populations that exposed the narrow defi- 
nitions of intelligence and giftcdness. Hence, the mainstream concept of 
intelligence became suspect not only because of its cultural biases but also 
because of its oversimplified view of human potential. With broadened defi- 
nitions of giftcdness, more minority and disadvantaged students, as well 
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as a wider segment of the mainstream population, can be included in gifted 
education programs. 

Several culture-free instruments have been developed that can be used 
for identifying gifted minority students. Among them are Torrance's Tests 
of Creative Thinking, which measure the imaginative and productive powers 
of children in verbal and nonverbal forms; the Spanish version of Wechsler; 
the IP AT Culture Fair Intelligence Test: the Abbreviated Binet for the 
Disadvantaged; Raven s Progressive Matrices Test; the Alpha Biographical 
Inventory; the BITCH (Black Intelligence Test of Cultural Homogeneity); 
the SOMPA (System for Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment); the SOI-LA 
(Structure of the Intellect - Learning Abilities); and Baldwin's Identifica- 
tion Matrix. Many of these instruments use a variety of approaches to 
measure potential from the cognitive, psychosocial, psychomotor, creative, 
and task-commitment domains. For example, the SOI-LA instrument uses 
Guilford's model to produce a profile of a child's intellectual processes. It 
stresses figural rather than verbal abilities. According to Gallagher (1983), 
this approach has been useful when working with the very young and with 
Asians and Native Americans. 

Another approach to identifying giftedness among minority and disad- 
vantaged children is use of theater techniques to identify creative potential 
(Sisk 1981). In Connecticut the **Encendienco Uno Llama" program uses 
a multiple-criteria process for id-^itifying gifted bilingual students based 
on firstliand examination of students' work (Barstow 1987). Gay (1978) 
describes a plan for identifying gifted black students using individual con» 
ferences where candidates share their work through a demonstration or 
presentation and engage in group problem-solving activities to demonstrate 
organizational and leadership abilities. 

Gifted Programs for Minority and Disadvantaged StudenU 

Although development of programming for gifted minority students has 
not been widespread, there are several innovative programs that have used 
alternative identification nKthods and that capitalize on the cultural strengths 
of minority students. 

Witt's (1968) Life Enrichment Activity Program involves community and 
home participation combined with structured learning activities that are in- 
tegrated with perceptual-motor experiences. Frazier (1981) emphasizes 
parental involvement and counseling and suggests decision-making strate- 
gies, such as **ftituring" (projecting oneself into the ftiturc), mental imagery, 
and guided fantasy, as a way of helping gifted minority students explore 
alternative careers. Torrance (1974) focuses on children's creative strengths 
and emphasises using the arts as a medium for developing skills. Baldwin 
(1985) advocates structuring the cuniculum to accommodate skill areas in 
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which gifted minority students have deficits, while at the sainc time draw- 
ing on their cultural and creative strengths. Scruggs and Cohn ( 1983) de- 
scribe the use of such an approach with a highly able Indian child enrolled 
in a university-based summer program for the gifted. 

Project '89 is a summer gifted program in the suburban Chicago area in- 
volving culturally diverse students in grades 6 to 10 from both suburbia 
and the inner city. The program draws on the cultural strengths of its di- 
verse student body to formulate curriculum goals. The program activities 
range from dance, musical comedy, theater, film-making, and writing, to 
futuristics, chemistry, meteorology, economics, computers, and advanced 
mathematics. The program stresses experimentation and invention in all 
content areas, from creating a piece of choreography to constructing a solar 
cooker. Bilingual students are able to excel in an environment that focuses 
on the application of ideas rather than the verbal rehearsal of abstractions. 
The cultural mix of white suburban and urban minority students provides 
for a rich exchange of talent and fosters mutual respect and admiration. 
The program offerings are varied enough so that any student, regardless 
of language problems, socioeconomic status, or skill deficiencies, is 
challenged. In fact, many minority students were more facile in improvis- 
ing and responding to problems in original ways than were their more ad- 
vantaged suburban counterparts. 

In addition to incorporating cultural strengths into course content, most 
minority gifted programs have a strong community outreach component. 
The community can help identify and support its able students. Programs 
^ucb as Project LEAP in Connecticut, HEP-UP in Pennsylvania, Projects 
SEED and SEPE in California, and the New Orieans Center for Creative 
Arts all have made extensive use of community contact in their work with 
minority and disadvantaged gifted (Sisk 1981). Community members can 
help directors of gifted programs to locate talented children, inform them 
about the different talents valued by other cultures, function as counselors 
to gifted students, help students when a second language is involved, teach 
in the program if they have particular talents, and help the program to main- 
tain contacts with students families. 

Conclusion 

If gifted programs are to serve minority and disadvantaged students, they 
must alter their identification procedures to include an expanded view of 
intelligence and talent. Gifted programs for these students must draw on 
their cultural strengths and solicit the support of community members in 
order that the intellectual and creative potential of these students is fully 
realized. 
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CHAPTER NINE 

Gifted Programs for Secondary 

School Students 

Developing gifted programs at the high school level presents more con- 
straints than at the elementary school level. At most high schools the day 
is rigidly scheduled into 50-minute blocks; there is usually a higher stu- 
dent/teacher ratio; and the faculty is largely departmentalized. Even with 
these constraints, the high school offers some special advantages for gifted 
programming. They have well-equipped laboratories, larger libraries, and 
art and music rix)ms, all of which can be utilized for tne gifted program. 
High school faculty tend to have stronger academic backgrounds in special- 
ized fields* which can be a plus for gifted student^ with certain academic 
interests. Aha, high sch(x>l counseling staff have connections with nearby 
community colleges and universities, whose resources can be tapped for 
the gifted program. 

Identifying Secondary School Gifted Students 

Identifying gifted students at the secondary level is less controversial than 
at the elementary scho<il level. Many high schools offer honors classes and 
special programs in graphic and performing arts, which gifted students can 
elect to take if qualified. Such programs, while selective, are well accepted 
in most communities and are not considered elitist. 

It also is easier to identify the gifted zt the high schcx>l level. By the time 
gifted students have reached this level, they have a record of achievement 
documented by test scores and school performance. And by this time many 
gifted students have developed specialized interests and carried out highly 
creative projects. Of course, some secondary students will have been in 
gifted classes in elementary scbx)L Having ail this information available 
makes the task of identification much easier at the secondary level than at 
the elementary level. 

Even with readily available information, identification of students for sec- 
<'ndary gifted programs should not be simply a matter of reviewing a 



student's file. Nor should panicipation in an elementary gifted program guar- 
antee admission to a secondary program. In order to be comprehensive and 
equitable, the identification process at the secondary level should include 
peer, teacher, and self nominations; assessments of student performance 
(art portfolios, science fair projects, leadership experiences, awards in 
music, dance, speech, etc.) as well as new kinds of testing. At the second- 
ary level students should be identified for a specific program. A student 
qualified for an accelerated and enriched history class may not be an ap- 
propriate candidate for a highly accelerated math or science program. In 
short, gifted high school sudents should not be placed in every available 
honors class. 

Options in Secondary Gifted Programming 

Several options are available for secondary gifted programs. In addition 
to offering varied and challenging curricula, they should provide opportu- 
nities for exploring postsecondary education and career choices. Among 
the options are independent study, short-term elective courses, special 
classes, college classes, and special sch(x>ls. Each of these options is dis- 
cussed below. 

Independent Study ProgranLs. In a typical independent study program, a 
gifted student might be scheduled for at least one pericxi a day to pursue a par- 
ticular topic or interest in some depth. Although independent study assumes 
a certain degree of self-direction, this does not mean there is no structure 
to the program or that little or no supervision is needed. Not all gifted high 
school students are self-directed learners. With some structure and supervi- 
sion, students can develop the skills required for independent learning. 

One organizational model for independent study is to group students into 
an independent study class. For example, an instructional team consisting 
of staff from the English and history departments might meet one period 
each day with 10 independent study students. An instructional team, drawn 
from different disciplines, facilitates interdisciplinary study. In this model, 
occasional class periods would be reserved for learning research techniques, 
student presentations, or roundtable discussions; but the major portion of 
class time would be devoted to independent research and study. A student*s 
research topic is negotiated with the instructional team, and each student 
might have an individual consultation with one of the teachers for 30 minutes 
each week. If research topics arc selected around a common theme, stu- 
dents will be able to support each other in their work. 

A second independent study model is a tutorial in which a student meets 
once a week with an instructor to discuss the previous week's work and 
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to plan for the week ahead. An advantage to this ^preach is that it requires 
less staff time. For example, a teacher might use part of one preparation 
period each week to meet with an independent study student. This model 
may be less satisfactory for gifted students who need more interaction with 
and feedback from peers; but for skilled independent learners who enjoy 
working alone, this can be a good option. 

Combining the tutorial model with cK'casional after-school actings pro- 
vides for some student interaction. The agenda for these weekly or biweekly 
meetings might include instruction in research techniques, project presen- 
tations, and round-table discussions. This modified tutorial model encourages 
interdisciplinary study and can give students exposure to the knowledge 
and experience of more than one instructor. One disadvantage of this model 
is that it may interfere with students participation in other after-school ex- 
tracurricular activities. 

Whatever model is used, it is important to formulate clear and reasona- 
ble expectations for both students and teachers involved in independent study. 
Among the items to be considered are: amount of time students will be 
expected to spend on their independent study project; whether students will 
negotiate a contract with their independent study advisor; criteria to be used 
to evaluate student work; whether written progress reports will be required 
of student."* and, if so, with what frequency; and provision for students to 
evaluate the quality of assistance received from their advisor. 

Short-Term Eiective Courses. These courses may range in length from 
a few weeks to several months. They give gifted students exposure to 
selected topics or issues not generally covered in the regular curriculum. 
Most often they are offered after schix^l and are taught by instructors who 
are enthusiastic abi^ut their subject and have a depth of knowledge in the 
area. There aie an endless number of topics well suited for short-term elec- 
tive courses, which can be determined by faculty and student interest. Many 
able teachers enjoy developing a short course on a topic of their ch(X)sing 
when they know they will be working with gifted students. 

Ideally, snort-term elective courses should be offered during the regular 
school day. If scheduling can be arranged within the school's master sched- 
ule, gifted students can sign up for a new offering each quarter. However, 
given the scheduling constraints in most high schools, after-school sessions 
may be the only feasible option. As with independent study programs, ex- 
pectations for students and teachers should be clearly delineated, including 
evaluation criteria, attendance requirements, and provisions for withdraw- 
ing from the course. If students are not receiving credit for the class, 
requirements for outside reading should be reasonable. 
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Special Ckisses. This is by far the most common model of gifted program- 
ming in secondary schools. Advanced Placement courses and honors classes 
fall into this category, as do many enrichment classes. The Advanced Place- 
ment (AP) program is administered by the College Entrance Examination 
Board, High school students taking AP courses can earn college credit if 
they do well on the AP examinations. The examinations are scored on a 
five-point scale. Most colleges and universities grant credit if students score 
4 or 5, and some require only a score of 3, Students enrolled in AP courses 
who elect not to take the examination or who do not score high enough 
to earn college credit still profit from the experience of doing rigorous • 
college-level work. 

AP examinations are available in the following areas: American History, 
Art History, Studio Art, Biology, Chemistry, Classics, English, European 
History, French Language, French Literature, German Literature, Calculus 
(2 levels). Music (Listening and Literature), Music Theory, Physics (2 lev- 
els), Spanish Language, and Spanish Literature. Information about this pro- 
gram can be obtained from the College Entrance Examination Board, Box 
592, Princeton, New Jersey 08541. 

Generally, AP courses fall within a single discipline. Honors classes, how- 
ever, can be interdisciplinary using a team-teaching approach. For exam- 
ple, an American history teacher and an American literature teacher can 
be teamed and scheduled to teach back-to-back honors classes during the 
same two pericxis each day. As an instructional team, these teachers design 
an integrated literature and history course, decide how time will be allotted 
for various units, and organize groups of students for special projects. 

With larger blocks of time and flexible grouping, these interdisciplinary 
courses give gifted students both depth and breadth in content areas, which 
they are not likely to experience in regular courses. However, honors classes 
run the risk of being simply more-of-the-same. differing only in the pace 
of instruction and the quantity of homework required. Accordmg to Reis 
and Ren/uUi (1986), there is a tendency for advanced courses to require 
students to cover too much material in too little time, with few opportuni- 
ties for the in-depth study of self-selected topics. They go on to warn that 
selection of instructors to teach honors classes should not be used as a re- 
ward for long and loyal service but rather should be based on subject matter 
competence and skill in working with gifted secondary students. 

Because many bright students have learned from their eariser schix>! ex- 
periences that they can make top grades with little effort, the more challeng- 
ing environment of honors classes can be a shock at first. A rocky start 
should not be grounds for dismissal from an honors program. Rather, 
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students who are having trouble should be given help with managing their 
time and developing better study habits. 

Enrollment in College Classes. In communities across the country, ex- 
ceptionally able high school students can now attend classes at iK^arby com- 
munity colleges and four-year institutions (Greenberg 1989), These 
concurrent enrollment programs allow students to earn their high school 
diploma credits and college credits at the same time. Such programs are 
fairly easy to implement if there is a college within commuting distance. 
Students are released from their high schools to take a college class during 
the school day. or they can enroll in late afternoon or evening classes. Many 
juniors or seniors are eager to get a head start on their college careers and 
enjoy the status of being in a college class with older students. Others may 
be fully capable of college-level work but are scKially immature and would 
not be comfortable in the college setting. Teachers and counselors have 
an i.iiptirtant role in determining whether a student has the maturity to take 
college-level classes. 

High school students involved in college programs sho Ad not be left to 
shift entirely for themselves. In some schools, one staff member is respiin- 
sible foi monitoring the progress of students taking classes off campus. In 
other sch(x>ls. a faculty member is assigned counseling respoasibilitics for 
students taking courses in that faculty member's academic area. 

Special Si fuH)ls. Many special schools have been established for the gifted 
and talented. One of the oldest and best known is the High School of Per- 
forming Arts in New York City. Many special schcx)ls have a particular 
emphasis, such as math, science, or the performing arts; but they also pro- 
vide a gcxxi general education, Most are operated by schcwl districts, a few 
are private, and a growing numl^cr are state -sponsored residential schools. 
Admission to these schools is highly competitive, and their s^r.T:; are care- 
fully recruited for their ability to work with gifted and talented adolescents. 

A variation of the special school for the gifted is the school-within-a- 
schtH)! organizational plan. This model is used in some large, comprehen- 
sive high schools to divide the student body into more cohesive groups with 
a separate faculty in each schot)l serving a smaller number of students. With 
this organizational modeL scheduling- curriculum, and physical facilities 
can be tailored to serve the special needs of gifted students. At the same 
time, this mcxiel allows gifted students to draw on all the resources of a 
large high school. 

Special Competitions and Academic Teams 

A variety of special competitions provide gifted secondar>' students with 
intellectual challenges, peer interaction, and even travel opportunities. The 
Future Problem Solving Bowl developed by E. Paul Torrance has an ad- 
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vanced division for students in grades 10 through 12- The focus is on prob- 
lems in business and go' emment. Teams compete nationally and their 
proposals are forwarded to cooperating businesses or agencies for review 
and ranking (Crabbe 1985). For further information, contact Fumre Problem 
Solving Program, 115 Main Street, Aberdeen, NC 28315. 

Another special competition is the Odyssey of the Mind (OM) Program, 
formerly known as Olympics of the Mind. This program began in 1978 
but had to change its name in 1984 when the U.S. Olympic Committee 
denied it permission to use the word '^Olympics.'' This national program 
involves approximately 40,000 students, K-12, each year, with Division 
III serving secondary school students. For further infonnation, contact: OM 
Association, P.O. Box 27, Glassboro, NJ 08028, 

Conclusion 

Although the traditional structure of American high schiK>ls can make 
it difficult to implement .special programs for the gifted, there are options 
within existing ..organizational structures to provide advanced or acccler- 
ated programs for the gifted, such as honors classes or AP courses. The 
other options described in this chapter require both leadership and cooper- 
ative effort to implement, but they arc certainly worth pursuing. Some of 
that leadership can be found in the gifted students themselves, who should 
be involved in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of gifted 
programming. 
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CHAPTER TEN 
Evaluating Gifted Programs 

Accountability has become a watchword in education today. School 
boards, legislators, parents, and the tax-paying public want to know - and 
have a right to know — if special school programs are delivering what they 
promised, and this includes programs for the gifted. However, there arc 
a number of problems in evaluating gifted programs. Because gifted edu~ 
cation is the **new kid on the block" in many school districts, there is no 
experience in evaluating such programs compared, say, to the reading pro- 
gram. Many of the objectives of the gifted program cannot be easily quan- 
tified, and standardized tests are seldom appropriate for assessing the goals 
of gifted education. Also, because the amount of time children typically 
spend in the gifted program is limited, it is difficult to distinguish outcomes 
attributed to the gifted program from those of the regular program. Final- 
Q ly, most gifted education programs today operate on a shoestring budget 
with little or no funds to spend on evaluation. 

Despite the problems, those who direct gifted programs and fail (o pro» 
vide for evaluation put themselves at risk. Dettmer (1985) explains why: 
**Because gifted programs are not popular and probably never will be, they 
must be defended and promoted by solid evidence of gifted student growth, 
cost effectiveness of the program and positive ripple effects for all students 
throughout the school system" (p. 146}, 

Need for Clear Objectives 

Evaluation is meaningless, if not impossible, when programs have poorly 
defined objectives. An evaluation plan must be fontiuiated at the start-up 
phase of a gifted program. As Dettmer (1985) states, *The design of an 
evaluation process is a powerful device for forcing clarification of program 
goals. In fact, it reveals the program goals or the nonexistence of authentic 
goals" (p. 147). A goal statement such as "Students will become more crea- 




tive" is too vague because it dcxis not indicate how creativity will be ex- 
pressed. A better-stated goal might be: '•Students will engage in projects 
or create products that reflect original thinking and creative expression,** 
Evaluating this goal becomes possible when students have completed their 
projects or products, which then can be assessed by their teachers and peers. 

When planning for evaluation, Clark (1988) suggests the initial questions 
should be; Who needs to know what? What persons are involved in or 
responsible for the gifted program ami what do these persons need or ex- 
pect to know from an evaluation? A comprehensive evaluation plan should 
include assessment of students' academic progress, social growth, decision- 
making skills, and leadership abilities. In addition, the plan should assess 
teacher effectiveness and program effectiveness. 

Student Evaluation 

With the emphasis on critical thinking and creative expression in gifted 
education, student evaluation should be targeted on student products. This 
can best be done by collating individual portfolios of students' work. These 
portfolios might include art work, research papers or original writin;j; done 
in an English class, science projects, mathematical proofs, or even student- 
designed computer programs. Student products collected over a period of 
time, when evaluated with a set of established criteria, provide a record 
of growth and achievement, 

Michael Striven (1980), proponent of client-centered evaluation, advo- 
cates that evaluation also include "soft" data. Questions for collecting soft 
data at the elementary school level might be: In what ways did you grow 
during the program? List any new experiences, activities, and perspectives. 
What did you like best? Least? What would you like to see changed or im- 
proved in the program? As a result of being in the class, arc you able to 
think more analytically? More creatively? Please give specific examples. 

For older students, soft data questions might be: If you could restructure 
this course to make it better, what would you do? What were the strengJis 
of the course that you would not change? Were the atmosphere, schedule, 
and facilities conducive to learning? How was it different from other classes 
you have attended? Comment on specifics of the curriculum (reading, lec 
ture, discussion) that you felt were either too easy, too hard, inappropri- 
ate, or exemplary? Comment on the ability of your instructor. Has the class 
given you ideas or directions about your future work? Comment on the eval- 
uation/grading in this course. Is it a fair system? How would you change 
it? Do you feel that you have grown during the class in terms of awareness 
of new ideas and involvement in new experiences? As a result of being in 
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the class, are you able to think more analytically? More creatively? Please 
give specific examples. 

Parents also should be included in client-centered evaluation. Here are 
some questions to ask parents: Does your child talk to you about the pro- 
gram? Do you favor continuation of this program? Why or why not? Do 
you favor the establishment of additional gifted programs? What changes 
would you like to see in this program? Comment on the fairness of selec- 
tion of students for this program. Were you satisfied with the counseling 
and communication from the teachers and administrators in the program? 
Comment on how this class does or does not relate to your child's future 
education plans or career goals. 

These kinds of soft data go beyond evaluation of student prcxlucts. They 
offer a more complete picture of the students total experience in the gifted 
program, and they provide a means for parents feedback. The open-ended- 
ness of the questions allows for the airing of issues and ideas that may have 
never occurred to the evaiuator. 

Teacher and Program Evaluation 

Cronbach (1982) advcxratcs practitioner-centered evaluation and points 
out that evaluation that does not involve those who deliver the services is 
usually ignored. Teachers of the gifted can evaluate themselves and their 
programs on an informal basis whenever they read articles, attend semi- 
nars and conferences, or visit other programs. By comparing their program 
with different models, by tnaking notes on the strengths and weaknesses 
of different programs as well as the feasibility of adapting promising ideas, 
teachers can make modifications in their own programs. Through these in- 
formal evaluations, programs can be improved gradually. 

Formal teacher evaluations also are important. An evaluation question- 
naire for teachers might include the following questions: Please identify 
what you perceive to be the strongest aspects of this program. What do 
you perceive to be the program's weaknesses? List any changes you would 
make in this program. Comment on whether or not this program should 
be continued next year, indicate whether the inservice training you received 
was helpful? How could it be itnproved? Comment on selection of students 
for the program. Could the selection process be improved? How? How could 
the curriculum be improved? How could the schedule and classrwm en- 
vironment be improved? How could evaluation and grading of students be 
improved? 

Staff meetings are also a time when the faculty can do program evalua- 
tion. Such meetings provide a structured setting ip which the staff can share 



and discuss ideas and concerns among themselvevS and with administrators. 
Staff meetings prior to starting the gifted program can be used to commu- 
nicate program goals. After the program is under w?v, staff nxretings help 
the gifted feculty to solidify their roles in the program and to maintain open 
communication. 

A Five-Year Evaluation Plan 

There are too many elements in a gifted program to attempt to evaluate 
each of them every year. A better approach is to break down the various 
elements and evaluate them over a five-year period. Eby and Smutny (1990) 
offer a five-year evaluation plan in which year one focuses on philosophy 
and definition issues (talent areas to be served, definition of giftedness or 
talent in each area). Year two focuses on gifted identification issues (num- 
bers to be served in each talent area, numbers to be served at each grade 
level, levels of ability or talent required for admission, review of criteria 
for selection, review of instruments and other procedures used for identifi- 
cation). Year three focuses on evaluation of services (types, quantity, quality, 
variety t costs). Year four focuses on curriculum and instructional issues 
(acceleration, enrichment, independent study, curriculum areas, goals and 
objectives, and appropriateness of instructional strategies). Year five fo- 
cuses on evaluating effects or impact of the program for each talent area 
served. 

Of course, many of the issues are interrelated. The philosophy, objec- 
tives, and the identification issues may need to be refined and re-evaluated 
each year. Unexpected events such as loss of funding, community pres- 
sures, and staff turnover may require adjustments in the evaluation plan. 
But if a plan is in place, it should be able to accommodate changing 
conditions. 

Conclusion 

The gifted education sa:ne is in constant flux. New federal and state guide- 
lines, new sources of funding, new program models, and the movement 
for increasing parent involvement all influence gifted education. By hav- 
ing an on-going evaluation process, educators can ensure that their gifted 
programs are sensitive to these changes and that they can react to these 
changes to strengthen their programs and keep on the cutting edge. 
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APPENDIX A 
National Organizations 
Serving the Gifted 

American Association for Gifted Children 
15 Gramercy Park 
<Mew York, NY 10003 
A voluntary, non-profit organization that emphasizes cooperation among 
community and professional groups in promoting education of the gifted. 

The Gifted Child Society, Inc. 

190 Rock Road 

Glen Rock, NJ 07452 
An advocacy group to raise public awareness about the gifted, to pro- 
mote public school education for all gifted and talented children, and to 
encourage teacher training in gifted education. 

National Association lor Gifted Children 
5100 a, Edgewood Drive 
St. Paul, MN 55n2 
A professional organization primarily for educators. Publishes Gifted 
Child Quarterly. 

The A.ssociation for the Gifted (TAG) 
Council for Exceptional Children 
1920 Association Drive 
Reston, VA 22091 
Non-profit organization serving gifted children. Publishes Journal of (he 
Education of the Gijced. 
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Supporting Emotional Needs of Gifted (SENG) 

Wright State University 

P,0, Box 1102 

Dayton, OH 45401 
National center for testing and identification of gifted. Provides guid- 
ance to parents and professionals as well as consultative and educational 
services to educators health-care pcrsonneK industry leaders, and commu- 
nity groups, 

National/State Leadership Training Institute on Gifted and Talented 
(NS/LTI/GT) 

Ventura County Superintent of SchiX)ls 
535 East Main Street 
Ventura, CA 93009 
A pioneer in gifted education, this county school system offers a variety 
of publications, publishes a newsletter, and provides consultant services. 

Gifted Students Institute 
P,0. Box 113881 
Fort Worth, TX 76110-0388 
Organization for educators and parents. Publishes Educating Able 
Learners. 

World Council for Gifted and Talented Children 

University of South Florida 

Tampa, FL 33620 
Designed to advance the development of gifted and talented children and 
to stimulate res. arch on the nature of giftedness. The Council is a network 
of more than 50 countries. Every two years it holds an international con- 
ference on the gifted; it also offers a newsletter and a journal. 
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APPENDIX B 
Professional Journals 
on the Gifted 



Educating Able Learners: 

Discovering and Nurturing Talent 
Gifted Students Institute 
P.O. Box 11388 
Fort Worth, TX 76110-0388 

Gifted Child Today 
P.O. Box 6448 
Mobile, AL 36660 

Gifted Children Monthly 
213 Hoilydell Drive 
Sewell. NJ 08080 

Gifted Child Quarterly 
Box 30-Suite 140 
4175 Lovell Road 
Circle Pines, MN 55014 

Illinois Council for Gifted Journal 
500 North Clark Drive 
Palatine, IL 60067 



Journal for the Education 

of the Gifted 
CEC-TAG 

1920 Association Drive 
Reston, VA 22091 

Prism Magazine 

P.O. Box 030464 

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33303 

Roeper Review 

Romper City and Country 

Day School 
P.O. Box 329 

Bloomfield HUls, MI 48013 

Understanding Our Gifted 
Snowpeak Publications 
P.O. Box 3489 
Littleton. CO 80122 
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APPENDIX C 

Directory of State Education 
Departments' Gifted 
Education Programs 



Alabama 

Programs for Gifted 
Alabama State I>cpartment of 

Education 
868 State Office Building 
Montgomery, AL 36130-3903 
(205) 261-5099 

Alaska 

Office for Exceptional Services 
Alaska Department of Education 
P,0, Box F 
Juneau, AK 99811 
(907) 465-2970 

Arizona 

Gifted Programs 

Arizona Department of Education 
1535 West Jefferson 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
(602) 255-5031 

Arkansas 

Programs for Gifted/Talented 
Room 105C, Education Building 
4 Capitol Mall 
Little Rock. AR 72201 
(501) 371-5437 



California 

Gifted and Talented Education 
California State Department 

of Education 
P.O, Box 944272 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 323-4781 

Colorado 

Gifted and Talented Student 

Programming 
Colorado Department of Education 
201 E, Colfax 
Denver. CO 80204 
(303) 866-6765 

Connecticut 

Gifted/Talented Programs 
Connecticut State Department 

of Education 
165 Capitol Avenue 
Hartford. CT 06145 
(203) 566-3695 
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Delaware 

Programs for Gifted and Talented 
Townsend Building 
Delaware State Department 

of Public Instruction 
P.O. Box 1402 
Dover, DE 19903 
(302) 736^7 

District of Columbia 

Gifted and Talented Education 

Progra:n 
B.7an Elementary School 
1 3th and h)def>endence Ave., SE 
Washington, DC 20003 
(202) 724-3894 

Florida 

Gifted Programs 
Bureau of Education of 
Exceptional Children 
Knott Buildiug 

Florida Department of Education 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 
(904) 488-3103 

Georgia 

Programs for ihe Gifted 
Georgia Department of Education 
Twin Towers East, Suite 1970 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
(404) 656^317 

Hawaii 

Gifted and Talente<i Program 
Office of Instructional Services 
189 Lunalilo Homo Road 
Honolulu, HI 96425 
(808) 395-9590 



Idaho 

Office of Special Education 
Jordan Office Building 
Idaho State Department 

of Education 
650 West State 
Boise, ID 83720 
(208) 334-3940 

Illinois 

Educational Innovation/Support 

Section N-242 
Illinois State Board of Education 
100 North First Street 
Springfield, IL 62777 
(217) 782-2826 

Indiana 

•lifted/Talented Education 
I idiana Department of Public 

Instruction 
299 State House 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
(317) 269-9663 

Iowa 

Gifted Education 

Iowa Department of Public 

Instruction 
Grimes State Office Buildng 
Des Moines, I A 50319-0146 
(515) 281-3198 

Kansas 

Gifted Education Program 
Kansas State Department 

of Education 
120 E. 10th 
Topeka, KS 66612 
(913) 296-3743 
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Kentucky 

Gifted/Talented Education 
Kentucky Department of Education 
1831 Capitol Plaza Tower 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
(502) 564-2672 

Louisiana 

Gifted and Talented Programs 
Louisiana Department of 

Education 
P.O. Box 94604 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9064 
(504) 342-3635 

Maine 

Gifted and Talented Programs 
Maine Department of Educational 

Services 
State House Station #23 
Augusta, ME 04333 
(207) 289^5952 

Maryland 

Learning Improvement Section 
Maryland State Department of 

Education 
200 W. Baltimore St. 
Baltimore, MD 2I20I 
(301) 333^2357 

Massachusetts 

Office of Gifted and Talented 
Bureau of Curriculum Services 
Massachusetts Department of 

Education 
1385 Hancock Street 
Quincy, MA 02169 
(617) 784-6717 



Michigan 

Programs for Gifted and Talented 
Michigan Department of Education 
P.O. Box 30008 
Lansing, MI 48909 
(517) 373-3279 

Minnesota 

Gifted Education 

Minnesota State Department of 

Education 
641 Capitol Square 
St, Paul, MN 55101 
(612) 296^072 

Mississippi 

Programs for Gifted and Talented 
Bureau of Special Services 
Mississippi Department of 

Education 
P.O. Box 771 
Jackson, MS 39205-0771 
(601) 359-3490 

Missouii 

Gifted Education Programs 
Missouri State Department 

of Elementary and Secondary 

Education 
P.O. Box 480 
100 Llast Capitol 
Jefferson City. MO 65102 
(314) 751-2453 

Montana 

Gifted and Talented Programs 
Montana Office of Public 

Instruction 
Helena. MT 59620 
(406) 444-4422 
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Nebraska 


New York 


Program for the Gifted 


Gifted Education 


Nebraska State Departn^nt of 


New York State Department of 


Education 


Education 


P.O. Box 94987 


Room 314-B EB 


300 Centennial Mall South 


Aloany, NY 12234 


Lincoln, NE 68509 


(518) 474o9oo 


(402) 47 1-4337 


North Caitilina 


Nevada 


Academically Gifted Programs 


Special Education Programs 


Division for Exceptional Children 


Nevada Department of Education 


North Carolina State Department 


400 West King Street 


of Public Instruction 


Carson City, NV 89710 


Kaieign, jnc z/oii 


(702) 885-3140 


(VlV) 733*3004 


New Hampshire 


North Dakota 


Office of Special Education 


Special Education 


New Hampshire Department of 


North Dakota Department of 


Education 


Public Instruction 


State Office Park South 


State Capitol 


101 Pleasant Street 


Dismarck, inu 5o5U5 


Concord, NH 03301 


(701) 224-2277 


(603) 271-3452 


Ohio 


New Jersey 


Programs for Gifted 


Division of General Academic 


Division of Special Education 


Education 


933 High Street 


Hew Jersey Department of 


Worthington, OH 43085 


Education 


(614) 4oO'2o50 


225 West State Street, CN 500 


Oklahoma 


nr^^^*.*!^^ KIT AO/l'^C ACAA 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0500 


Gifted/Talented Section 


(609) 633-7180 


Oklahoma State Department of 


New Mexico 


Education 


Special Education 


2500 N. Lincoln Blvd. 


New Mexico State Depanment of 


Oklahoma City. OK 73105 


Education 


(405) 52 1 ^287 


Education Building 




Santa Fe, NM 87501-2786 




(505) 827-6541 
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Oregon 

Gifted/Talented Program 
Oregon State Department of 

Education 
700 Pringlc Parkway SE 
Salem, OR 97219 
(503) 378-4765 

Pennsylvania 

Bureau of Special Education 
Pennsylvania Department of 

Education 
333 Market Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17126^333 
(717) 783-6913 

Rhode Island 

Gifted/Talented Education 
Department of Elementary/ 

Secondary Education 
22 Hayes Street 
Providence, RI 02908 
(401) 227^523 

South Carolina 

Programs for the Gifted 
802 Rutledge Buiidng 
1429 Senate Street 
Columbia. SC 29201 
(803) 734-8385 

South Dakota 

Special Education Section 

Kneip Building 

South Dakota Department of 

Education 
700 N. Illinois 
Pierre. SD 57501 
(605) 773-3678 



Tennessee 

Gifted/Talented Programs and 

Services 
132-A Cordell Hull Building 
Nashville, TN 37219 
(615) 741-0662 

Texas 

Gifted/Talented Education 
Texas Education Agencv 
1701 Congress Avenue 
Austin. TX 78701 
(512) 463^9455 

Utah 

Gifted Programs 

Utah State Office of Education 

250 E. 5th, South 

Salt Uke City, UT 84II1 

(801) 533-5572 

Vermont 

Arts/Gifted Program 
Vermont State Department of 

Education 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

(802) 828-3111, ext. 33 

Virginia 

Gifted Education Programs 
Virginia Department of Education 
P.O. Box 6Q 

Richmond, VA 23216-2060 
(804) 255~.:070 

Washington 

Programs for the Gifted 
Superintendent of Public 

Instruction 
Old Capitol Building FG-ll 
Olympia, WA 98504 
(206) 753-285?: 




West Virginia 
Progmms for the Gifted 
West Virginia Department of 

Education 
357 B, Capitol Complex 
Charleston. WV 25305 
(304) 348-2696 

Wisconsin 

School Improvement Office 
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